"...,

v -
-~ : t ™
- . S

. o . DOCUMENT, RESUME S e

: - N ‘. . (S - .
"ED 217 700" . . ‘  FL 012 964
AUTHOR ~ McLaughlin, Barry e
TITLE - Children's Second Language Learning. Language in .
, ~ Education: Theory and Practice, No, 47, -
INSTITUTION ERIC Clearinghouse on Languagss and Linguistics,

. . Washington, D.C. . '
SPONS AGENCY, Rational Inst. of Education (ED), Washington, DC, -

" REPORT RO ISBN-0-87281-304~5 . .
PUB DATE May 82 T
CONTRACT . 400-77--0049 . i s
NOTE 83p.. . . : I T : ,
AVAILABLE FROM Center for Applied Linguistics, P.O. Box 4866, . L
Hampden Station, Baltimore, MD 21211 ($§7.00).
EDRS PRICE MF01/PC04 Plus Postage. S

DESCRIPTORS **Bilingual Education; *Bilingual Education Programs;
: g N - *Child Language; Early Childhood Education; *Language
\ Acquisition; Literature Reviews; Program . ,

:  Effectiveness; *Second .Language -Learning; Teaching o
" : Methods- R - i .
IDENTIFIERS’ Canada; United States S S |
€ { o &£
' ABSTRACT b N s
This monograph discusses the state of the akt in )
] child second language acquisition research. It is of particular M
s intérest to teachers, administrators, and others concerned with
-educating children whose first language is not English. The first . '

chapter deals with preschool second language acquisition., It examines
processes- of acquiring *he sound system, the meaning system, the
rules for lenguage use, the developmental Stages in acquisition, and. .
“the differences between first and second language learning in L
preschool children. Chuipter 2 treats second language acquisition in
the classroom. It c<amines the nature of the school experience and
how the language of the school differs from language used outsjde the
. classroom. Bilingual education programs in Canada and in the United -
States are compared and various types of U.S. bilingual programs are o
discussed 'in order to specify the various instructional and
interactional features that differentiate bilingual classrooms. The
third:chapter describes ways in which researchers have investigated.
second language acquisitien, The major research areas are studies of
the second lansuage-learning process ) the question of language o
assessment, and research or the effectiveness of bilingual education , ’
Each chapter contains spgge?fiifs for furshker reading. ) ‘

(Author /AME) ’ _ - L

L)
- . S

& . -

e f‘ﬁt;***t*i***************;**t********t***t*i**#*x*t*;t****k******t?*****:
* Reproductions supplied -by EDR3 are the best that can be made. *
* -

. from the original document. . , *
tti*******&*k*t*t***ﬁ#*t*ﬁtt*?****t******tt*ﬁ****************k*ﬂ*?t**ﬁ*

—

- -




.

FLOIZ F6Y

I.ANGUAGEINEDUGATION o
'ﬂzaoryandl’ractice

UL, DEPARTIMENT OF EDUCATION

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION “PERMISSiON T0 ﬁERﬁOOUCE THIS -
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
CENTER (ERIC) : S
K The document: has been reproouced as ¥ ERI{C,
receeed fom the person 00 orpaadEaton
cognabege - )
' Mo thanges have been mada 10 smpcove 1. T -
ropenviachon w&&n ~
. Powts of view o¢ opieons stated n the oy TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
mng G nat AEesssaney repemont officat NIE INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

POMION OF pokeyy, .

’

_ Published by T
@ CenterforApphed nguustscs S BRET

e T

F e T

- L} -4

Prepared by -
— Cleannghnuse on Languages and Linguistics




- . - ! ' ]
N - - e R )\
.~ - - . ’ N
e ’ 4 . h— * -
[ % B ! -
Y ) p
N5 0 .
: This publication was prepared with funding .~
5 from the National Institute of Educatien,
” ‘ : U.S. Department of Education under contract ;
. ¢ no. 400%049. The qpinions expressed in
. . this repor ! do not necessarily veflect the N
. T positions or ‘policies. of NIE or %D, ’ N 1
. \ 1
r
. , _,1
. - - |
. hd ) 1
* 0 ) . 5 . - B
S s
{ (. . 3 . . .
o v
; « N . T // |
Language in Education: Theory and Practic. . : -
Series ISBN: 87281-092<5
7 1sBN:  87281-304-5 -
May 1982 - e - L
- , Copyright ® 1982 : ' -
A By the Center. for Applisd Linguistics t
. 3520 Prospect-Street NW ! '
Washington DC 20007 + i ]
Printed in the U.S.A. _ -
[l - -4 . - - . +
QO }
ERIC -3 - .
. > . .



LU , v ) Y

.

(9

K R " {LANGUAGE IN EDUCATION: THEORY AND PRACTICE . .
ERIC (Edudational Resources Information Center) is a nationwide
network of information centers, each.rgsponsible for a given \

¢, educationil level or field of study. ERIC is supporged by the

. National Institute of Education of the U.S. Depértment of Educa-

T tién.‘ The basic.objective of ERIC is to make current develop- /

’ ments in educational research, instruction, and personnel
* prepara‘i,oh more readlly accessible to educators and members of

related[p::ofessioxj- : ’ ~ Co-

.~ ERIC/ChL. "The ERIC Clearinghouse on Languages and Linguistics
(ERIC/CLL), one of the specialized cléaringhouses in the€RIC
system, 13 operated by theé Center for Applied Linguistics.

- ERIC/CLL is specifically responsible for the collection and dis=

semination of f{nformation in the general area of research and, .

- application in languages, li.nguist:ics,} ahd language teaching and

.

!

i . J.eax’:nix?g. . ] ) . .

} " LANGUAGE IN EDUCATION: THEORY AND PRACTICE. In addixion to ,

L' _processing information, ERIC/CLL is aldo involved in informatiod . L /
/ synﬁhe&is ‘and analygis. The Clearinghouse commissions recognized - /
f - authoz" ties in lang'\nages and linguistics to write analyigs of the /
i current issues in thelr areas of specialty. fThe resultant doc- .
/ uments, intended for use by educators and researchers, are pub- ,
{ *" lished under the title Lanquage in Education: Theory and “
A Practice. . The geries includes practical guides for classrogm .,
b teachers, extensive state-of-the-art papers, and. selected bibli~-

/\ . ographies. “
o
i
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’ The material in this mbllcatlo& prepared pursuant io a .
contract with the National Institute ,of "Education, U.S. Depart-
ment ,’o!.’ Education. Contractors undertaking such p'xoject‘.gz'under .

7 wGovernment sponsorship Rre encouraged to express freely, their
judgpent in professional and technical matters. Prior to pub-
DicaEiog, ‘the iﬁghuscript was submitted to the Linguigtic

Society of America for critical review and determination of pro-

fessional compztence. This publication has met such standards.

. Points -of view or dpinions, however, do mot necessarily represent

% the officizl view or opinions of either LSA or NIE. This publi~

cation is not printed at the expense of the (lzdetal Government,
iThis publication may be purchased directly from the Center ,

* for Applied Linguistiés. It also will be announced in’ the ERIC

- monthly abstract journal Resources in’Eddcatidn (RIE) and will be

4 available from the ERIC Document Reproduction Service, Computer

P e Hip,&oﬁlm International Corp., P.U. Box 190, Arlington, VA 22210.

**° See RIE for ordering information. angd ED number. o
EF;or further “information on the ERIC system, ERIC/CLL, and

Ce'r;t:e,‘r/élearinghouse publications, write to ERIC Clearinghouse on

Languages angd Linguistics, Centér for Applied Linguistics, 3520

Prdspect St., N.W., Washingtor, D.C. 20007.. ‘ !
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- 't:he “sound system, the meaning syst:em, and the .rules for language

:
/

. Preface
> ) \

o Re « . ¢ R

The purbose c¢f this monoc:zraph is to ‘discuss the “state of

the art" in child second langyage, acquisition research. This, \
of course, is a tat:her: hazardous undettaki.ng in a field that is *
constantly changing,-where one day's facts. become. the next day's . ... ]

_fictions. . It is no exaggeration to say that there are very few

"aréas in the social sciences where-developments have prog'nssf-d

ag rapidly as they hagve in the area of second larguage research, )
.Hhati did not exist as a.'fieldé?en years ago is nov an interdis- o
ciplinary emterprise challenging the energies of increasing num- N
bers of linguists, psycholinguists, educators, and practi‘tioners.

PR -
* e v
- P
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rhe last; two gro fs-—educat:ors and practitioners--remind
their colléagues that' research on child second language acquisi-
tion of :vre than theoretical and academic 1nt:erest:. There
are, ni{\ions of children in the United States who are put in .the .
‘position of having to learn Enflish as K second language. in y
school. . Administrators, teachers, and pt:hers connected with the
scheol system would like-to know“what it is that they can do, to -
bast help: these children. ‘what: are the best inatructional ’
methods to use in teaching children a second language? How much
use should a bilingual teacher make of the child's first lan-
guage? Is there an optimal age for second language learning?
One of the purposes of this digcussion is %o see what research
can, and can not, tell those 1:\ the schools.

[ -

The first chapter deals with preschool second mnguage
acquisgit on. In learning-any language, a child faces a number
of seem\ngly--insupera.ble wagks, Yet children somehow acquire

uge in their first language--all without apbagent trauma. In

doing so, they pass through definable developmental stdges.

Si.mi.larly, children manage to learn second languages without in- ) .
struction, though here one finds greater variation in the pat:hs

they follow., Chapter'One discusses these aftd other differencas

between first and second language learning in preschool children.

r . .

The second chapter treats second language gcquisition in the .
classroom. The first topic in this chapter is the nature of the
school experience and how the language cf the school differs

’
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) from lanquage ﬁsad outside the clasér'obm_. Aympa/x:laon is made
noe betwoen bilingual education in Canada and the”United States, and ~

various types of bilingual programs in thé U.S. are discussed.

The purpose of this discussion is not to provide an exhaustive
description of the many forms of bilingual education in shis .
country, but to specify the various igstructional and interac-
tional features that differentiate bilingual clasgsroons. -

» “

. ’ - . \ .
The third c\\\upter is concerned with the ways, in Uhi.ch.m-

sdarchers have 1ngestiga€gdf second language.acquisitiop. The
major research aréas are studies of thg second language-leafning

- process, res®arch on the question of language assessment, and ’
R evaluaticn research on the effectiveness of hilinqual education. -

Throughout™ this discussion, the reader will no doubt be -‘aware of .
the ‘linitations of research. It would be erromecus to think
.. that reapazch'o&' second, language, learning in children provides
" quick and easy ‘answers for practitioners; in fact, there are no
answers . that cannot be' challended by better research. )
LI .

' .
.
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- < . Chapter 1 . L . .
. * PR R 1
P \ N . " A - . /
PRESCHOOL sscdso,’mcmgg ACOQUISTTICqN
- S » \)

WY - ~ 4.

4.
- i . . R i . .

What ig it that a child does in learniny a language? -
Obviously, maay things. Fromkin and Rodman state it this way:s
ae - . - "’. - - ’ *

We can ‘83y..<that a language consists of all the -
sounds,' vords, and possible ssntences. And you -
‘know a language, you knuw the sounda, the words,\snd
. ‘the rules for their combination (1974, p. 6).

/ - i g - [ SN -

2 . * A ¥
; » W e
! -

- : Ehaha . { *
R i - . - -
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“

According to this definition, there are three tasks _facing the
chidd in learning a language: (1) learning the sounds of, the |
lanquage or the phonological system, (2) learning the words of .
. the language or the lexical and semantic systen, and (3)

- learning the syntactic system, or how- to combine the words.
Even this is not enough, however. The child clearns mare than
- phonology, semantics, and syntax. The child also learns to use
language in communicative settings. The last task involves _

" learning how to use language to express, to inform, to influ-
ence, to demapd, to promise. That is, thé child has ‘té_ learn
the pragmatic ‘funcgions of. language.

r

Sy s

»

. . Langua'qe-Ma rning Tasks

- ~

Phonology. In learning a language, the child has 4o learn
both the phonemic structure of a language and its phonological
~structure: The fYrst of these tasks refers to learning, the
sound units of\wg language. Children, whether first or second
language leatrners) rust learn to dls:crimfngte the sounds of the
"language and to produce them in their own speec¢h. The second

© task, learning the phonological structure of “the language, in=-
volves mastaring the rules to follow in combining sounds into
pronounceable sequences in the language and in relating such °
, 8equences to the ,surface structure of pbntencag.
LY o+ ~ -

Children appear to dovelog; consistent phonological systems .
that follow several ‘general pr'.'oceagﬁa, regardless of the lan- *
guage they are learning. ’These sydtems appear to be based on

v
~ .

o L
. \)‘ . - /. [ . 8
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., ¢hild naries the object ball. This strategy generally works

" native speakers that is necessary.

'sound to a word. This means determining what constitutes a word

7 'l

tha adult phonologica stei:. children Fhanga their pron\m- *
ciation foward th ult norm, and once & sound seghent appears
(such ‘as_/s/}; 71t spreads to other words where it_belongs ac-
cording 40 adalt pronuntiatfon, bit not to words where it does
not-Geloha. )
. . , 5 ' . 3\

3

.

. Children first master the rule that applies to the general i
caﬂ.e, and only later acquire more specific rules {Ingram, 3976).
There appears to be continuous development in the Quprasegoneg= .. — ==
tals (intonatign, rhythm, stress), in articulatory. -contiol, and
in the mental fepresentation of words. _Cn-tlie "other hand, there
seep to be considerible individual- differences in mastery of ©

spccific aspects chglcal systen (Ferguson, 1977).
. ’ . /

s . v /

Asid ‘gﬁm disringuishing” the sound units and learning pho- .

;?gwf(a: rules, children must also learn to attach sounds to .

elr referents. This is a more complex process than the mere = -
attachsont of a name to an object. Macnamara (1972) has argued
that infants firse Geternmifie nonlinguistically the moaning a
speaker intends to communicave to them. They do this by devel-
oping a set of cognitive s:rategies that function as shortcuts
in relating acoustical input to'a speaker's intention. For
example, once they are able to distinguish an object held before
then frem the rest of thc)..nvlronmnt, they adopt the strutegy
of takinq the word heard as the name for that object, and not .
the nane for a propert or’ operty of the object. Thus,
when the child sees a re&, mu&i object and hears "ball,* the

;

well, although there, are occasional pistakes--as when an oven is
always referred to as hot. ¢

The child, learning a second language also has to attach a

in the second language, The learner must discover how one word
1rxed off from another, how phrases and gentences are sepa-
mbl in what must seem an incomprehenaible stream of speech.
“Some ¢hildren seem to be Jbatter than others in accomplishing PRy
this tagk, either bacausé they have a batter "ear™ for_language,
or because they are better at obtaining the kind of input Fron

& 4

Semantics. The child first language learner has:the task of
deteraining the extensions of words. The child who calls ail
four~legged creatures "duggie" cbviously has not Yet learned the
adult extension of the word *dog.* Heanings mild up only grad- '
uallys indeed this is ‘a li.fc-long process. .

* ‘ag

-~ .
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7 We know little about how second lanquage learners learn to
attach labels to objects in the environment. “The gituation is
obviously different from the case of the child learning a first
language, since the child sefond langaage learner dues not have
“to learn both the lakel and the concept (Nelson, 1981;« The
child™Ths the concept, but must find the word that matches the |
. concept. ‘Thig will be especially difficult for thz child when
the two languages express a single concept dxfferent.ly. Por
exanple, Leopold (1939) noted that his bilingual daughter had to

learn that-the English word “brush® could be expressed in German .-
.by two words, "Pinsel' and "Buerste,” which have different mean-
ings. .

. ’

But semantic development is obviously more complicated than
atzaching words to concepts. . Semantic kmowledge includes Khowl~
edge of {1) how the community of language speakers views real.ity
and specifies relations between thiggs; (2).the various kinds of
meanings the language encodes (some Languag»s encode sepantic
relationships that are lacking in other languages); and (3) the
senantic domain of the words in the language--the subtle aspects .
of meaalng that are constantly refined and expanded. .

i X L~
! New s!xweriencea contribute to the growth and development of
,our semantic knowledge. Children differ in their conceptual
devélofment, 39 that teachers may find themselves in the posi-
tion of te:ching child second language learners words for which
they have no ¢xperientiat background. Tnis is especially likely
to be the case for children with dlfferent cvltural kackgrounds.
Much of the fruagtration teachers experience in bilingual clagssg~-
roons may be the result of a confusion between_ the unguistic
P ard the conceptual domains. ’

Syntax. To be a skilled speaker in a language, it is neces~
sary to know the rulez that rake it possible to construct new
sentences, that can de understood by others. Children learn to
do this, although their early utterances do not follow the ,rules |
.of adult usxge. _But qradually, and at a rela%:ivel'y young age
(by 4 or 5). their rulas become close approximdtions of those
that adults follow, Somehow, children ars able to extract fron
the speech thay hear the rules of the Janguage. .

/

-

Enqlish-spe&king chiidren, who are learning™a language that:
is comparatively uninflected, must rely to & great extent on
Word order in huilding up their grammar. s the child begins to
pay more attention to gyntactic information, a grammar develops
that is based on ”syntac!:ic rules. In spite of individual dif-

N
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ferences, there Beens to be soxe evidence for universal devo;op-
nental sequences in first J.anguAge acquisition. This nas been

. docudented, as weo sha.l see in pore detail shor€ly, for gthe der
V. velopment of negat:ive, interrogative, and othe" syntactic con-

structions. o N Do . -

Ll
. %
I's

Y

Syntactic development ln sacond nxxguage learners, has beﬂ-n
Btudjed in more detail, as will be noted, than other aapects of
language learning--with the possible exception of phonology. .
©. This is bscause syntax and phonoleqgy are the mdst obvious
aspects of Language development and, ., relatively, the easiest to

’ . teach. .
! o . ) 7 . . //
. . Pragmatics. Y¥Yet .ut knowledge of our language far exceeds ,
N our knowledge of phorology, semantics, and syntax. We have com~ ¢
- municative competence ag well as linguistic competence. We know o
hox' to interact with other people, ho% to ask for something L

..politely, how to make sense of what people. Bay, how t¢ interpret -
irony and metaphorical speech. These skills, Of course, are ,
highly complex and to a great extent out of conscious awareness.

They relate to ouy knowledge of the functions of language or -

what has become known as the "pragmatic® aspect of language use.

L
.

v R

Just ‘a8 virtually every child deveiops linguistic compe— }' .
tence, go. every normal child develqps praqmtic competence. The
child leatns how to process such requests as "Could you open the )

door?" i "Is your mother home?* “Can you give me the salt?" The - -~

child iearns that such sentences are not questions of fact, Kt
N requests for action. In fact, children become quite adept: at

such indirect tequests-

¢ - I R4 . 1 A
s

Johnny brcke my plane., b 1 .
R Can you take me the movie?

- We haven't had cafly in a long time.

e = . ] " - /I : . ‘\\\}\
Children also learn to switchh codes depending on their com~

nunication -partner. They talk differently to other children -

- than to their parents, they change their speech when addressing
small children, and they uge a different code when dealing with
teachers, mlnisters, and other “formidable strangers® (Gleason, .
1973). Purthermdre, children learn conversational rules-~how to
take turns 1n & conversation, how to "control a topic, and how to
yield the floor to the other participant in the “conversationdl
gaﬂ&-
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Much of dur knowledge of lanquage use £ mulgarally Based.
We use lanjuage in fiie why t¥at wo 34 bedause such user_confora
td cultural norss. When a pexson 18 arnifg a sacond language / ’
that {s based o wvery, different culsdral assumptions,, the prag-, -
patic aspects of language use are,fikely t3 by wery 4 ffarent. 1
Por exanple, thildien shose hone lanquage does not maxe ase of
impliied requests are hkelyb’m experioacs more dif{iculty hs»;m{:x-\

ing thase forrS in English - are chsldren whose hone langsfige .-

" gakes considerable use of inplied requests. . /- h
Inplied. req'uencs and other types tf *linjuistic citualsy are -
d1fficult to each. It iz glear, however, thar children acknire -

both linquistic andcorsunicative corfetence in tbe)r';nrs[, lan-
'quage sizultaneously: the developpent of the atructurs gf (Ian-
Guaqge and its use go hand in hand. Children do this in ! .
interactive environnent--hypothesizing, testing, and revifiing i -
their communizative straileqias in the light of the fee 4ok they
receive. It 15.this process to wvhich W new tyro. 7 :

.. B el

.

Yy — ’ nxe Linguistic Envirzsnaent

. a

Interest in the linguistic envirsnsant of the ¢hild is mla-
tively racent in child lanquage research. For p lgng time, the
fozus wazs exclusively on the internal processes of the child.
This emphasis was part of the Chomskyan heritage: Chomsky had
arqued that the child possesses at birth a language-sensing
mechanisn, or what he called tho Language Acquisition Davice
(LAD) (Chomsky, 1965). According to this view, the coatents of
LAD are unknown; it is the proverbial bldck box as applied %o
language learnirg. Something 18 Xnown about what goes into the :
black box and about what comes oyt. The nutput is agsumed hy o
Choasky to be the adult competence in a lanquage that i3 for-
mally described by a grammar of that lasguage. What goos in-—the <
input--is the oontent of sentences heard by children froa -~
‘parents, other adults, other children, televiaion, and so firth. -

-

Chomsky arqued that this inpat is basically *reager ard da-
generate,” characterized by false starts, hesitatiens, slipy of -
the tongue, and unfinished and ungrammatical ntterances. That
children can work fron this meager and degenerate input to adnle
competence indicates for Chomsky that input is not a major face
tor in language acquisition--and hence is gninteresting; instead
it is the internal processes ot LAD that mattur in language
development. i} T

o s
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that langpage inpat to the child
HAS 0w tedn Jocumented that the 5

. N~ ~
1t turned aat, hovever, that Chomiky was wrong in Ris olatm

m{ *soager and dagenperate.”
reat majority of utterances

addressed to shildren ara’well ta'mﬂ by any cxiterien,

setos thar i;h»maky and hix follovers had qcrm reo far m d-anyzng
e inportanse of faciurs exgernal to the d\xm.

E

Earhay than being "meager and deagenorace,”
#nvirimoent of tha child appears to ke quite suited to facili-
Recent gopearch on pother-child com=
punicasion suggosts that sothers and other caretdkers have 2
smfzal wmy 2f talking to the chiild in early cuaversational

intoractiong--a hnguwe fonvention that patsists over genera=
Limna and bas mﬁn called “cazetaier speoch.”
roral charactatistios of this particular style of speech.
Firse of all, thére is a. special lexicon--a speclai set, of
wvords-~thar characterizes caretaker speech.
tains namen for Maldy parts, basic qualities, Kin torms, aod
nases For sose anisals and gases,
varlatiang: carezaker sproch has a higher overall piich, there
1a cfrsh a rising intonalion at the ond of sentences, thare ara
mara wngtanoes of sophatic strass, and speech s slower and,rore
L profist than spaach o adulis,
madificatizens: carataker speech involves a such greatet use of
roans and pronoums, sove. thixd iy . mnamcuam. and fewver
' vorns, s»iifiers, odmignstions, and proepositions than doos
apesch adiregsed w slder shildren or adulzs,

tath languags developmanc,

-

Irieed, pazensal speach 2o
2 sat of language lessons.

WhaL'a ehart

In's a mall, whY a7y
rsll, Balli. .
Lan you say ballr o

In shote, fnwdatigatars have found that the speech of adults
ro peuny onkliren (n in many says wnll sulted to gain and hold
Lmhe thlldie attentiop asd to make PeAnRLNg Apparxent.

-

»
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.the lingquistic

There are tiree

The lexicon con-

There are also intonational

Pinally, there arp grarmatical

Speoch addressed to youny children learping the first lan-
iags alsy contasns pove repecitions &6 as rere Likely to be
apnat the bare and oow, <arezakers dirget the cnild's attention
£ m* ke ohild 1o sesing and doing, ta features of the iooe~

_4rate anvironment. They rase cbjects &ix the child, ask rheror-
1<al Juestisns, reprat and expand the <hild's, utterances,

2 young childron has been described as
fatents prad and pronpt the childd,

33k que«xnsﬂs »:s!’ the ghild, :ma anewor thelr o quostions:

were
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‘nob the o f;se, the cmld would {and doea) tune cut.
while 1t is clear that caretakar spoech 18 in o general” rRnner
'acﬂtmn\m te language dsvelopment,- 3t 18 not clear how and
vhy his 15 so and wvhich aspects of caretaka' specch make & dif-

honctheiesﬁ ¢

ferance. " This 1s certainly the next stap for fesearch in this

. Brea, lmt: it s & dafficulr ong falchough there is some mfoma-—

“rion, e.q., Croaz, 1978; Purrow, 1979), ) - ’
< . . s .

1 > - T ’ : S Q‘\‘ B - {
it 15 ymis explanatory line of research. that is of mogt
intorast o those concerned with second language instruction.
By 1ts wery nature, instructicn involves a changing of input to
the noeds of learnsrs. But how do teachers saximize input so as

\to benefst second languagu learners? One swould expect that for

T A

.
.
e H v

U - - 1 s .
. .

children, tnput that was aimilar in its charscteristics to care-
taker speech-«-alow, repetitive, about objucr.s in the here and
now~--vould facilitate linguaga lparning (Mclaughlin, 1980a),.
Unfogtunately, at this point there sioply has not bean enough
resaarci on the input .ha; childcen raceive to know whethor thig
{s indeed true. .

Covelopnontal Sequences * ‘ -

s L}
BEY *
.,

We mentioned sarlier tn this chapter that considerable ovie
dencs has accunuslated oconcer rning daveloprantal mgu.,a.tir.iaa in
tak acquisition of particular syntactic structures.’ For > .
exaunple, Xlipa and Bellugi 11966} found that t was possible to
distinguish three phages in the child‘'s devaloprent of pegative

ctonstructions. FPirst, the nagative word occurs outside of the
santence nucleus in such utterancas as 4
. T
.. e, - T ;

Ho wipe finger. ’ . ) .
Wear mitt no.. .
No zinging song. «

Not a bsddy hoar. A .

~ . A .
»

The only mqahve forms at thza staqe .ar4 the wirds “no* and
"pot."  In the second stage, about two to four months later,
more meqgative "foras occur, Rspzcially verbs such as “can't” and
*don't.,* The mg»*txve. fay ocgur bafom the gxedicam:

. . s

He no_ bite Yiu. . . . .
Ecnu't: caxeh yous

k]




Or the. nagative may be cutside the sentence nucleus as in the

: firet' stage: - , C '
o pinch wes : ' . %
Touch tha snoWw no. ‘ { )

In the thi:d st'.age, whs.ch occurs from tWwo to six ronths J.ager.
T adu.'u: patiern appoars (a).thouqh the ¢hild still has )72nguxs-
cic’m:k o do):

i

‘ < s /,3 . i

N — . Va
(Ask me Af 1 not ‘make nistake. - T
" I g hurt hinm. R o -
You ddn't want some supper. - N oL
The devalopsent of questions follows a course similar to .

that found in the developpent of negatives. The c¢hild inirially
leavas the sentence alons and siap}.y adds rising 1ntonat:ion or
wh—wotds a3 fnterrogative davicas:

-

o ecar? R
Sée hole? .
What doing? -

In tﬁe'qgcond stage, the child asks such questions as

where my nistens? .
Hhat mpe think?
Why- you aniling?

o e
€

mmaqa seons to be characcexxzed by the yzefixing of
question words to gtherwise complete sentences. In the third
stage, the au.xlliary system emerges, and the modal “do” is.
1nflected far tensn: ,

N
N ~

Jore the kitty stand up? . :
vhat did you doed? - /
- Did I paw that in my book? ‘/

Once again the child still has linguistic work to do. At stage
3; tha child would say, -*Why he dont't Jow how to do it?" wheteas

-

A 4

- . ‘

QO ’ 1= . ,
D 8 .

.«




the adult would say, "Whg doesh't he, kncw how, to do, 1t?" That _

is, the child 5till has to learn the’ rules for inversion in ’ .8

wh-quastions, clthoug,h thay. have been masterad for yes/no ques- . '
tions by this tlmé

- - - - . » P

4 » . . . !

Such de\(elopmental regularities are not limited to the Eng- .
lish language. 1In a study of Russian inflesztional de\Elroe_mgn.r._—- T

{which is much richer than English), Slobin (1966} csncluded . N
that plural inflections of ngun impsrative markers of the . ;
verb de iT5t (about the time whern.th2 child passes from

the two- to the three-word stage). Then come classes based on
relational criteria such as the tense and person markings of the
vexb, followed by nouns marked for. various abstract cataegories

of qguality and action. Fmally, -very late, gender markings
appear for nouns and adjectives.

- ~

‘ wWhether these and other develcpmental regularities are the

result of Structural propertiz: of the language or cognitive
strategies that learne's use is a matter of considerable debate
at present. There is even debate about how regular and univer-
sal these developmental sequences are., Nonetheless, the initial
avidence for drvelopmental sequences in first language acquisi- .
tion has had an important impact cn second language research.

LS

. - <
First and Second Language lLeakning Cox=ared
One of the most interesting findinqs in studies of chil-
dren*s second language learning is that many oﬁ the developmen-
tal sequences found in English monolingual learners have also
been observed in children learning English 4s a secorid language,
regardless of their first language. That is, child second lan-
guage learners seemed to follow ithe same sequences tha. monolin~

gual learners follow. Let us consider several stuwies bearing
on this issue. ’

It = e ot
- ) .
’ '
-
x

De;:elopmental Sequenses in Secund Languar? Learning )

Ravem {1574) studied the davelopment: of English wh-questions
in the speech of his Norwaglan-speaking children, a G-year-old
son and a J-year-old daughter. In general, the mistakes they

- .
- -~
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made refiected English rather than Norwegian development. egw""
tures. For instance, like the monolingunal--EngIish-speaking ) -
children whom Brown observed  {T968), Ravem's children failed to
i —the~auxiliary verb and subject ("Where he is going?").

— v similarly, why questions developed lato, as they do in monolin-
, gual children, although, Ravem's children }Lnderstooq the notion

of ‘causality in their first language.’ . -

'
‘ . )

In dn investigation of the acquisition of Spanist by seven
- English-speaking children from 4 to 6 1/2 years of ag2, Dato’
(1970) reported that the children did not invert the subject and
the verb in questions, although word-for-word translation from
Eqglish to Spanish would lead to inversion. Here, as in Ravenm's
. a findings, the children did not seem to be builu.ng on their-.
N first language, but.following the same sequence as is cbserved
in monolingual speakers of. the«taz;get’].anguaqe. .
R L - . ., . /
P - - s
Additional evidence for such develobmgnt:al sequences cones 7
from Wode {1978), who studied four English*speaking children
aged 3 to 7 1/2 years vwho were acquiring German as a second lan~-
guage. BExamination of the development of the German negative {n
these children's speech revealed a developmental sequence very
similar to that found in monolingual German children. Aga n,
the evidence runs counter to the notion that the childrep are |,
building on their first language to crack the cdde of the )
second; instead, there seem to be structural regularities in the
. target language that determine the course of. learning for second
* "landuage leazhgrnez:s.

s R . . -

rtherpore, there is evidence from cross-sectional research
for developmental sequences. For example, Natalicio and Natali-
cio (1971) studied the acquisition of English plurals by native
Spanish-sgeaking chiléren in grades 1, 2, 3, and 10. They also :
had a control group of monolingual English-speaking children. _ -
Both groups were tasted on their knowledge of English morpholog- :
ical rvles, and both Spanisk- and English-gpeaking children were
found to acquire the /-s/ and /-i/ plural allomorphs before the
/-1z/, ‘even “hongh transfer from Spanish would predict that /-z/
.and /-iz/ would be acquired simultanecusly (Spanish plurals are
all voiceless, and voicing/ is the new feature English requires),

-"_‘____,..4—““
/ € o

/ -

s e ) .
. - foe T T

In short,- & rixlx;xm{r of studies suggested that the pattern of
. zequisition of a second language is the same as the pattexn
P followed when t.p{: language is acquired by native monolingual
‘speakers. This led some researchers to aly?l

‘}* . Z’/'./
i / . 17
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.second language acqutsition are based on the same set of proc~
esses.’ It tarned out,» however, that this was’too simple; the
‘fact that second .Larrguage learners already 'possess a language
can ‘make a difference. ) -
s \; “ ,. . . \
. K ) o o

J
I
|
.
1
{
b,
B
N

Similarity and Differences B ——

P ""}. e T

o /
e Séme of the very studies that suggested a similarity between
o first and second, language-learning processes also indicated that
there were differences a3 well. Wode (1978) noted that his re-
1 " searcH on German-speaking children learning English‘ as a second
language revealed development:al sequences different from those
observed ip English monolingual children. He argued that these
, differences result from first language transfer and overgeneral-
1zation, but do so in a-systematic way that reflects “general
' acquisitional principles.” For example, he found.a stage in the -
acquisition ¢f the negative in which the negative element was
placed after the verb, a structure that heavily reflects the
child's first language (G¢rman) word order. As Wode pointed
opt, the same error could result from analogy with the English
rule for negative placement after auxillaries--though children o
acquiring English as 3 first lanquage have not been found to
Imake this kind of error. ..Another possibility is that the two
, factors--transfer,' and overgeneraldzatlon--are actually interact- .
i ing in such cases. Evidence for such an {nteraction has been '
presented by Mulford and Hecht (1980). in itheir study of the
v f acquisi.tion"of sacond language phonology. '

1
i
!
i
4

] i ":‘ ; !% ) :
w7 The interaction between first and second language acqui.si- e
. “r * 'tional principles has been discussed by Haku;ait(/*lg'lj),iM .
study of a 5-year-old Japanese girl acquiring Eaglish as a
second language. Hakuta made—thé poi.nt: that second language
acquisitionis/raynamic, ‘fluid process in which the learner's
1 __.—aystém is constantly “shifting, in a slow and gradual manner ,
- * either toward the maintenance of an internal cansistex)cy within
the structures that the learner possesses, or in the di.zecti.on
of an external consistency, where the learner attempts to fit .
the internal sysgem into what is heard in the input* (p. 331). . *
. In this process, the children use what they have: they use their
- knowledge o{ landuage ,and, sxSecifically, their first language to
2 crack the code of the second. This transfer of the old onto the
- new can produce negative as well as positive results. Thus,
Hakuta suggested that his subject was lat:e in acquiring full ,
. control of the ! gfish article because a distinction between
-, definite and indefinite is not marked in Japanese.

.
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The'use of formulas. °Hakuta (1976) noted that his subject:'

was able to construct where quest:ions from the first sample
taken: ‘"Where's purple?™ "Where is potato?" She also formed

how questions of the following sort: "How do you make it bread?"
"How do you play this?" *How do you puf: it on?" 1It.gseemed that
in many such instances the child was relying on whaMa
called a prefabricat:ed pat:t:ern. ;

4 M =
~ ’ ”

The most detailed analysis of the use of prefabricated or.
formulaic expressions is Lily Wong-Fillmore's digsertation
(1976}, based on a study of five Spanish-speaking children ages
5 to 7. Wong-Fillmore found that forpulaic expressions were
used by, these children as prefabricat:ed utterances that enable
them to speak before knowing anything of the structure of the

target language. ~Examples are "Lookit,* “Wait a rinute,"” "Whose .

turn is” it?" Once the child discovers that constituents of for-
mulaic expressions are interchangeable and can be fréed from the
original pattern, the child has an abstract structure consisting
of a pat:t:ern or rule by which tne construction of a novel utter-
ance becomes pogsible, WO;".g-Fillmore gave the example of the
formulaic expression "How do you do dege?" wh:.chjecomes "How do
You do dese flower pot?" or "How do you do dese ttle tor-

tillag?" Event:ually the pattern "How do you make the flower?"
appeared. dhd “then MHow do cut it?" _"Hcw do make i
E‘inally, "how" is freed: "How A&7 N

w.yw,; How will take off
paste?” Thus phraSes with "how" Were progressively analyzed .

until on y thg:‘quest:.on word remaine.d. Wong~Fillmore found such
L common in the chitdren® s .speech.

.
.

A similar point was made by Hakuta (1976), vwho argued that
prefabricated patterns enable learners td express funct:ions that

they are as yet unable to construct from the#r hnguistlc syst:em.

As the learner's system of linguistic rules develops over *time,
the externally consistent prefabricated pattaerns become assimi-
lated intn the 1nterna1¢§xrugture. We should note that this
process is, less *likély to occur in lingpist:icall? naive children
ahd, in general, in younger c¢hildren whoge limited informat::.on-
processinq capacities do not allow them to store and use fgr— R
mulas to the same extent. ﬁence. younger children acquiring a .
.first language are less -L.kely to- use formulaic expressions
{although -they probably use many rore formulas thar. has been :

supposéd). “ . . l~. . T . .

Krashen~and Scarcella ~{1978) argued that: the use of formu-
laic expressions as a tool in secind language acquisition is a
function of pressure to communicate and of routinized predic-
table input. ;rhey matntained that these ¢onditions ™are not

’
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present: in most language acquisitjon situations" (p. 295). This.
may or may not-be the case, but in any eyent, there is another
reason for the use of formulas in the speech of ¢lder children.
Férmulaic expressions seem to be t:he inevitable consequence of *
the cognitxve “developient of okder learners. As Hakuta pt{t it,

i - - N . * 4

v 'fge second language learner is necessarily older than the
child learning a first language, and we ‘would expect: at,
. with advanced semanth: develop-nent\_d vet no form wi
“which to express “such thoughts, the need Yo learn the vari- .
ous linguistic structures of the target” language will be .
esgecxally acute (1976, p. 331}, .

R t | .
.. ’ _/ ' P o
rget language are acquired, Hakuta.

. s

-

>

- Until the stii:uet:;res of the
arqgued,

" AR FRPIN
- I

) the learner will employ a st:rateqy which "tunes in" on regu-

M, ) lar, patterned seqment:s of speech, and employs them without <
-\\ knowledge of t:heu' ‘ynderlying s ructure, but WLW
., edge as to which particular Z@mns call £ at pat~, " . .

- terns (1976,.p. 331). 0/ T

_ Thus, for example, Vihman (Vihman a4d McLaughlin, in pyess) N
reported that her daught:er, Virve, whd learned Estonian as a S
first langud’ée, uséd considerable formulaxc speech in acquiring
Englfsh, even t:hough she was not subJect: to "peer and school
situations {.Hat: ‘demand linguistic interar*ion 'befqore competence

is attained the ‘slow way' (Krashen and Scarcella, 1978, -

p. .292)." 1In-fact, Virve rarely spoke at all to her peers or

even, at first, to English-speaking adults. A shy child, she

reserved her con‘versation for the home environment, where for a . &
short period (age 2;1 and 2;2; she began to make considerable

use of English in addressing her parents, despite théir efforts ~

to encourage her to use only Estonian. Remarks sm:h ‘as "'rhat: s .
good!" and-"That's yourg!™ were used at home. They ‘were cer: ' 7y
tainly_formulas ard probably dprved a practice function, but |

they could not be said to have been produced under pressure to
communicate, since her Estonian was, more t:han adequat:e in that
“Tcontext.. . L " - : -~

- v Y .
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Other differenceg. There is general agreendht that;t:he _
proccesgses of first and second language learning are not, en- ¢ o
t:irely alike, but not altogether different (Wong-FJ.llmore,1976). .
The' child second language learner must learn how to express, thie
meanings of the target language, but thé basic concepts do not
have .to be learned as they are in the firgt language. The con- ..

S , " .13
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. cepts exist; the task is tB map' the concepts onto ‘the new lan--
_guaqe.-_ There are several other 1mport:;nt: difff/rgnces.

~ . L)

. . B _ , ,_./"JJ .‘ R
© Por one thing, the child second language learner brings in- -

'creaseg_, experterce and understanding as well as prior knovledge
.-ofa Eirst language to the task. ’ . <. .
f . . ‘( » -

e

Prior knowledge of a_ first lapguage may p:8dispose the
_learner to look for familiar ways of expressing in the |,
new language meanings he is accustomed to expressing in
* his first language. Heé “Will be inclined to make the
kinds of distinctions in the new language--perhaps .n- .
ap'propriat:gly'--that: were ‘'relevant to his first (wong- >~

N Fillmore, 1976, ps 55), *° .
c T - - -

A second difference-is that the attitudes of the child
learner toward the second language have a great effect on the
child's success in magtering the s&cond Jénguage. The learner
who is posikively predisposed towatd the gecond language and B
culture is more motivated to learn the language and is likely to 5
* experience greater success. Wong-Fillmore's Nora was the most ' )

successful of the learners she studied arid the one who was the
most positive in attitudes toward speakers of the sezond lan~ .
guage and its‘culture. Ind’eeC_i, -sacial motivation geems to have
important consequences wi:(.h regard to the strategies that chil-
dren use in learning the language, : ‘
= ,,\' » .
. . - ’ . ] .
1f the desire to join a sbcial group whose' language the S
learper does not speak is the social motivation for -
using contextual information to figure ?ut: what people
are saying, then the desire to maintain contact and to |
sustain social fglations with members of the group is
the' motivation for the acquisition of formulaic' speech
(Wong-Fillmore, 1976, p. '669), - L ~

1

.
!
~
1
-

In other words, the use and analysis of formulas seems to relate ‘
directly %o motivational factors. -

Closély related.to this is the personality of the secnnd
language learner. The ways that different individuals have to
relate socially to others seem to have a speciai signi'fﬁance in

. second language learning. On the other hand, this gseems less
‘true of first language development. All children, regardless of
personality, master their f‘irst: language, but indiv{c}ual 7£fer- N

>
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‘children are more iphibited than cihers, come have better means .-

ing) that /oggiﬂ); Jlanguage  acquisitiva«

pu—

.ness. The child learning a seco.1 }a sy afrer the first has

, Quisition of Eﬂglish as a first and seccnd language. A number

* constderably between languages and could*confuse children.

.chapter was with one.or wery few children. Furthermore, the

I3
.

"'l. .

- -

« * .

! P
ences in personality have, in Wong-FPillmore's research, very
parked effects on- the child's second lunguage learning. Some .

of .soliciting languaf¥ from others. scre play yames, {role play-

. ¥
. -y
N

exhaps the most general ¢.€7: -en-- hetwenn c}\nd first and
sec language learners iZ in *r~ ar .t alinguistic ware-

been established knows what languayr 3. ".ot ia, the chilg’
knows what it is to mean--knows hcw ii.ten.iuovg are realized in
language. Thesa general coqnitive diftzyanc. y have impor-
rant implications in helping to explain now it i= that second
language learners take diffcren.. route. t qainir aroficiency,
’ in :he t:arget: language.

.
]

To. summanze, researchers were impresseo ‘nitial—ly with the
similarity between the developmental sequences cbserved in ac-

..of studies have appeared, however, that Suggest that there; ace -
1mport:ant differences as well,? Unfortunately, much of th

search_has focused on phonology ahd syntax; little 1s known .
about how the semantic categories a child has huilt up in a
first language affect second language learning {(Hakuta, 1981). -
Even less is known about ‘how having learned the pragmatic rtiles

for language use in one language affects learning the Jrules for
another.. Especially where there are large cultural differences,

one would suspect that the pragmiatics of language use differ R

. * . ~

2l \\
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Implications for Téaching

L

It is always risky to extrapol% from research to_ the
classrooms.. In this case, the impliciticns to be drawn are espe-
cially tenuous, since much of the regearch discussed in this-

learning situation was quite different from a classroom learning
situation. Most of the studies mentioned in this chapter were
with cnildren in a "naturalistic” learning situation where there
was no instruction and the child simply acquire} the language
from hearing it usdd. Classroom learning typically involves
instruction in the langudge and is often diracted at uses of
language different from those in maturalistic settims. We
shall see more of this in the next chapter.

-
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T Nonethelesy, a faw genera,'nzatzlons are possible.
/

. {1} It takes time to learn a languagé: Assuming that young
children learniny.their fiyst language are exposed to a
normal linguistic environment for at least five hours a
day, they will have had, comservatively, about 10,000 hours
of exposure between six months and six years. Considering
the complexity of the various tasks involved in'learning an

iany language--phonalogical, gyntactic, semantic, and prag- a‘es.‘”

matic-~it is not surprising that children do not master a ¢S N
second languaqe in a short period of time. There is no
reason to suppose that a child can learn a second language
in a year or eveh two years. The myth that children some-
how automat:ically "pick up” a second language is oot sup-

. ported by ‘research or experience.

i

o (2) There is more to second language learning thap learning the
' sound system and the rules for grammar., These are the
agspects of language that are most salient to teachers, but
the more subtle aspects of language, cemantic and pragmatic
4 knowledge, are equally important. Equal emphasis should be
‘ « given in bllingual education and in asSessing language pro- i
’ . ficlency to these last two tasks, since proper knowledge of
. the seémantic categories and the functiona: uses of a lan-
guage are ‘central to its mastery. '
(3) A majoriaspect in all language teaching is adjusting the
. input td the needs of the child. Caretakers do this auto-

v matically Wwith child first language learners, adjusting
their speech downward to the level of the child. It is , ¢ -
more difficult to adjust language input to the needs of )
older child second language learners, who have developed

. conceptual knowledge in bne language. The key to providing
appropriate input to both first and second language learn-
ers is being attuned to the fesdback the child is;_‘ pravid-

§ in~. Hothers, notice when what they are saying is too N .
difficult for the child m&omprehend +4nd adjust the.r lan--
guage a'ccordinqu. -Googd teachers do thris also, which means -
that they are attentive to’the communicative needs’ of each )
of the children they interact with. . ] . )

N . . » .

(4) Re‘searphers disagree on the questiomr of wh,ether: 1nst:x:uctidn

- .in a second language should focus deliberately on those
developmental sequences that have been found in the speech
v E Ty of naturalistic second language learners. There is greater
- - agreement on the need to make classroom learnir_x‘g mimic, to

P N - e r e -
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* the extent possible, a natural langyage use situation. Ir.
. childiren have vo communicate in a second lanquage, they
will develop the strategies they need to use the language.
It is less important to know whether these strategies are a
function of the structure of the target language or are de-
. pendent on, the child's previous experience with language.
The main concern of, teachers should be that the child, like
the child learning a first language, is motivated to com-
manicate in the language,

-\

Sugjyestions for Further ﬁeadinq

- - -

- Y

Some helpful general mztérial on child language leifninga
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Slobin, D. XI. 1979. Psyc\ol;pquistics. 2nd ed. Glenview,
. IL: Scott, Foresman. _‘ N
Snow, C. E. and C, A. Ferguson, eds. 1977. Talking to children:
Language input and acquisition.  Cambridge: Cambridge

' +©  University Presp.

| 7
,Some of the more intaresting studxes of "child second larguage |,
learning- o i

Hakuta, K. 1976. A case study of a Japanese child learaing
S English as a second language. Lanquaqe learning 26:
321-51, o
Wode, H. 1978. - Developmental prlnciples in naturalistic Ljp
' acqujsition. In E. Hatch, ed., Second language acqui-
sition: A book of readings. Rowley, MA: Newbury
s . . House. ' Pt
wong~Fillmore, L. 1979. 1Individual differences in second lan-
guage acquisition. In C, Fillmore and W. S.-Y¥. Wang,
) eds., Individual di“ferences in languagé ability and
. lanquage behaviore ™ New York: Atademic Press.
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'} SECOND LANGUAGE ACQ {Sf_['l‘ION IN THE CLASSROOM i
ol

P * . .

The studies discussed to this point have been concerned with
+ second language acquisition in children in relatively "natural~
istic* settings. "That is, the child"s language learning took -
Place without any formal tutoring in the context of natural in- -
teractions witp parents, other adults, and peers. %he classroom
situation provides a very “different context for the child learn~ -
ing a second language. -

" . The School Experience

a

There are some obvigus differences between second language
iearning outside and inside the classroom. Children in the
natural situation typically hear the language used around them
.~ and have to adjust their own speech to their hearers if they are
to communicate. Children studied in naturil settings were usu-
ally surrounded by speakers of the second language and were im-
migrants to a new country or members of an academic family
living in another country during a sabbatical leave, Children
in school settings typically have peers who are speakers of the
same home language and who, like them, are in a situation where
they are expected to learn a second lariguage. 'nder such oondi-
tions, children can fall back on their peers and sometimes do
marvelously well at nét learning the second language at all.
Motivation to learn the language is an_obvious difference be-

' tween the two gituations. .

.

' ’

Classroom Second Language lLearning *

<

-

Other differences between naturalistic and classroom second
language learning were illustrated in - study by<Fe11x {1980),
who observed German 10- and 11-year-old children learning Eng-
lien in a classroom setting where there was 91&03: no natural-
istic exposure. Felix found evidenze for structural parallels
between classroom second danguage learning and those developmen~
tal sequences obsexved in monolingual English-speaking children,
This was especially true for negative and interrogative struc-
tures where the children followed a developmental path very
similar to that observed in naturalistic learners. Particularly

-
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striking was their use of incorrect constructions that they had
never heard, but that rapresented simplification and overgener-—
alization strategies identical to those used by monolingual
first language learners.’

There were, on the other hand, important differences between
the way in which these children learned their second language
and naturalistic language acquisition. For one thing, the chil~.
dren were forced to learn in the first few.weeks English syntac-
tic structures that do nqt emerge until a comparatively late
devalcpmental stage in naturalistic lanquage acquisition. This
resulted ih errors not typically found in monolingual speakers,
espec}ally in the use “f pergonal and posgessive pronouns.

1Y

?elix s data suggest that tyo things are hapoenmg in this
situation. On the cne hand, the children arz using universal
strategies of language acquisition to solve the riddle of the -
foraign language. The use of these general language-learning
strategies results in constructions thac are quite similar to
tho~-. found in monolingual children acquiring the target lan-
guage and in naturalistic child second language learning. On
the other hand, the teacher's didactic efforts lead the children
to evolve tactics for dealing with this particular learning
situation, especially vhen they are forced to produce utterances
befors developing the appropriate structural features of the
sentences involved. These tactics are 1diosyncrac$.c and lead w
a somewhat random pattern of errors. - .

Pl

The distinction between "strutegy® and "tactic,” as the
terns are used here, was proposed b:( Seligexr (1980). A "strat-
egy" is a superordinate, abstract, oonstant, d long-tera proc-
esz. What learners & to meet the immediate demands of a .
particular learning task or situation is called a “tactic,”
which igs defined as a short-term process used by the learner. to
overcome temporary and immediate obstacles to the achievenent ot
the long-range goal of language acquisition. Seliger assunmed
that strategies are used in all language-learning situations.
Examples are overgeneralization, simplification, and hypothesis
testing. Tactics are the particular problem-solvimy devices

used by individual learnerg with varying degrees of success.

RIC

) T

Because¢ children approach the second language with the saps sat
of general language-learning strategies they used for acquiring
their first language, one may find similar patterns in the de-~
velopment of formal structures, if these are not obgcured by the
tactics used in particular contaxts. The more the learner uses
general problen-solving tactics, the more the pattern is likely
to .diverge from the first hyuage pattern.

T 18




~ In short, the argqusent hore is that classroon language
‘learning offen maquires thi wus of_ptoblep-splving tactics fhat

- maXé the lwarming process difforent fxém a mturalistic sitda-

- tion, wvhers the lsarner.rslies sore on miversal languaga=
lasyning  suriteqles. R}f&hmld bz moted, however, that evan
sutsida we classrosm, child ssecond language learners show ifiow

- BY/NCratle pattarns As ey ¥ 0 conbine whar Hakuta® (1976)
call¥d the *internal® and “external™ systens. . Developeontal
patteras can by ‘found in the spsech manples of .many chsld serond
lasquagn learners, but thers are significant.excbptions result~
{ng fron individual leazaing stylas, interaction of first ans

y . second lafguage syazess, and conditions of prepentation.
- Farnal and Infarmal Langiaqe - .. . vz
. . . R ) ,
. : . - .
e - Thers 18 another sajor &i%!e:enco,h&v‘tmn lznguage Jearning

in e classrows and ootside of it. In the clasaroon, the thild

18 poth learn.ay a second language and learning the language of

the schoale A rusher of investigators haye pointed out that -
«lasaesos JAnguage s differeny, from langoage vaéd .octside the
rlagsroes,  Ourside the Classroon, the child has nen used to
Jicacting thought on to the real, distracting worid of concrete
Zxparisncas  In the classrecn, as Domaldson (1978) noted, the.

ehild has w2 learn to turn languaqe and theaght i on himself. The
=hild has o learn not only to talk, but o choose what to talk =
ahorty not Just o Antorpret, but fo vergh gossible interpreta~ .
Tians. The child’a concepteal sysresm sust expand in the direc~

tion of incréasing ability %o represent itaelf. In shors, the

child nas to devalop qeneralized oppotencies in abstraction,

werkal reasonsing, and sataltrguistic abiitty.

- .
.., Fezently Calfee and Presdran (1980) have drawvn a dimtinction
- Eérwean *forpal® and *informal® langiage. The informal languago .
iz the lanjyuaye of the hone; tho formal language s the language
<f the mchool,’ Informal language ie.highly mpu«ut and inter-
asxive, 1t 18 contdxz-tound and parsonal. In contrast, formal.
lanquae e nighly explicit and ratfonaly it is mntext-free and,
Iogicals alfos and Pregdnan reqgard the forpal/inforcal dipe
finfiion as & sy of svparating tvo “nodes of language and - -

2 -

i

. JAhogane,® Thay do noty howsver, olaborate to any qrest extent ~
. 0 o tha charscteriacies of cach “wode.® A Y
' * ; - -
. THis h4s toen Jore more axtodsively and in an historical : .
3 Lantaxt by Olsgs 11977) in his didcusaion .of the Aishinction Lt
bebwmarn *oresrance® anl "rext.” Olscn arqued that An oral com- .
RInErAtIcnh, e doares o whioh langeage {8 formalized maed rok
> ) '.,- . N - * N \
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ba very gréat, singe the listener has access to a wide range of.

information vwith wvhich W reaover the, speaker's intentions.

Even, f the speaker is elliptical or chooses the wrong »ord or

.gramnatifil form, the listener can successfully recover the

< speaker’s intantions frop, nonverbal cues. With written lan-
guages howaver, this is not possible. ALl the information rele-
vaat to the communication must be present in the toxt., Further~
rorg,.to sugtain an arqument, the meanings of terms and the

. logtlal relations holding betWsen terms must b2 brought to a

’ (hfgh dc:q:ee of conventionalization,

1]

i'mm, for Olson, cral language, or the language of ur.ter-

anms, is the language of the interpersonal sphere, is contex-
tualized, and provides one cue among pany as o the speaker's

- language of abgtract ideas, is decontextualized, and rmust in and
T of ftsnlf express the speaker's intentions. The child comes
%chool with oral language; the school expetience teaches the
child how to doal with written texts:

[ V.-
sch:;onnq, particularly learning to read, 1is the ccir.i-
cal process in the transformation of children’s lan-
quaga from utterancd to toxt (Olson, 1977,\9, 278).

-3

LS ~

The nguisr.ic Interdependence Hypothesis

-

. 98§ chudxcn experience a pissateh between the informal lan~
« - guage of the done and the fonral language of the+school. The
-, nispatch s greatest, hovwever, for those children whose hore
langusge is differeént from the language of the school. 1IN such
cases, it is pot sinply a case of learning the language of the
achool; the child mist learn the second Ianguage as well,
Obviously, children do this with varying degrees of success.
£hildren in Canadian Prench-ipmersion programs apparantly suc-
coed very well: less puccess is often reported in U.S. bilingual
T _prograns,
N One axplaqaaion of children's success or lack of success is
hased on Cusnins’ “linguistic interdependence hypothegis* (1979,
« 1980a). hccordinq to this hypothesis, the lavel of compatence a
child attains b a sgcond language Y learned in a school con~
Toxteis a fuﬂc,t!.on of certain compeenciens attained in the
child's first language (Ly). For post middle-class children in
(mrsion prograns, .the, developwant of Ly vocabulary and con-
_gepts m strongly p:cnotud by the child's linguistic environment
»

. ]
. .

* .

intentions. Written language, of the language of woxts, is the. !




. .
» .

~ . #

outside of the school,” 'Hence axtensive axposuxe to Ly is likely
*.to zesult in high levels of competence at no cost to Iy com- ;

patence. . ’ .
N . : s R - '
- ) Howaver, for children whose L; skills are lass wall devel-
N oped in certain respects, intefiive exposure.to Ly in the -

initial years [of schodling].is .likely to impede the con-

, tinued developmént- of Ly. ‘fhis will, in turn, exert a

. - * limiting effect on the development of Lp. {Cummins, 1979,
T .. pe 233, italics added}y. T

In elaborating on this position, Cummins suggested that N
thére are three genecral aspects of a ¢hild's knowledge of lan- -
guage that are closely related and that constitute the bagic

s, sitlls ‘that children need to realize the positive benefits-of a
. bilinqual schooling experience. The first is what Becker (1977) -
has called "vocabulary~concept knowledge'--specifica'lly. the
child's understanding of the concepts or meanings embodied' in
, ~“ords, Obviously, if the child does not have any understanding .
{or a very limited understanding) of *the concepts represented in
the words-on & printed page, reading comprehension will ke im-
paired. “This seems 'to be the case for many linguistic minority °
‘ children in the U.S., especially those who have been_ unsystemat-—
‘S - ' ically expogéd. to two languages prior to coning to schonl and
have failed 't develop proficiency in either. Cummins argued
‘ that their bilingual’ school experience intensifies this state of
affairs in that it dogs not allow them to continue to develop
the concaptual basis for abstraction in their first language.
Az a xesult, these children lack the semantic knowledge neces-
sary for developing fl}mnt .-.:eading skills. T v

’

. YA second aspect of the knowledge of language that is crucial
involves metalinguistic insights, especially two specific in- i
sights: (1) the realizatfon that print is meaningful, and (2)
the realiization that written language is gifferent from spoken
language. The first insight is necessary for the child to be
motivated to read; the second helps the child to give structure
and predictability to written language. Unless the child real-
izes that written language is different fron spoken language,

- predictions about the meaning of the text are likely to be inac-
curate. c

[y
~

The third prerequisite is the ability to decontextualize
language. The child must be able to take language out of its
immediate context. This capacity relates to a considerable
extent to expariences the child has had before coming to school. R

-~
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Childten who have had the expf:iEnce of bein¢ read to are aware )
that written language is ;‘ifferent from spoken”lanquage.

»
. -

Cunming® argument .has obvious parallels with Olson's (1977) .
. discugsion of utterance and text and Calfee and Freedman's .
(1980) discussion of informal and formal language. The g£chool
. experlence brings the child into contact®with decontextualized, ,
disembedded language--the language of text, the formal language . /
of the school. Cummins® hypothesis is that the child who comes
- to school_with some experience with text, with decontextualized |,
language, is at . an advantage compared with the child who does .
__not _have this experience. This i§ especially true vhen the ., -+ _ '
‘chiid faces the dual task of “learning the language of the /
school" agd "learning a second language.,”

/

; . . /

Does this mean that linguistic minority children vhe have
had little chance to develop literacy-related skil).s in the home'’
are in some way hnguistically deficient? Cummins (1979) argued
that this is not the case: linguistic minorit:y children are more
.~dependent on the school to provide prerequisites for literary

skills, but this does not imply that their ,basic cognitive abil- *

- jities are ir any sense deficiznt or that . their command of the
linguistic system of their first language is necessarily inade-
. quate. . . a ».

N

~a e N “ -

I’ -
It may be helpful in this context to recall the distinction J
between “"strategy” and "tactic" made earlier in this chap\:er.
Strategies are cognitive skills that are universally applied in
T the process of language acquisition. To the extent that lin-
guistic minority children have developed no*mally, these oogni-
otive .abilities can be presumed to have been successfully 4
, applied. It is in the application of general problem-solving
- tactics that lingdistic minority children may lag behind other
children. Spepifically. ‘the lack of a literate home envirénment
may have' affected the child's ability to deal with the metalin-
guistic funct:ion of Language--that is, to treat lafnguage
abstract}y and to separat:e language from its interpersonal func-
tidn of ‘communicating informacion to others. Such cognitive
skil}*‘ are\not universally acquired, as are the coqnit:ive skills
invoived in eommunicating through language; rather, skill in
éaling with the metalinguidtic functions of language is an
- y abilit:y that the chil4d f\ay or may not learn in'the home environ-
ment and in school,

e i e B .
—— h

The linguistic intgerdependence hypothegis assumes that pre-
vious learning of the literacy-related fungtions of language
oL )

I.‘
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will affeat how well they-are subsequently leawned in the
. school. What evidence exists in support ofW.h;s hypothesis?
Cumnins '(1980b) cited a nukber of studies that indicate that the
- . literacy-related functions of language a™ distinquishable from B
interpefonal language gkills. In partigulag; he noted the
« finding of Skutnabb-Xangas and Toukomaa (1976) that although
parents, teachers, and the children ‘themselves' considered Fin- }
aish immigrant children to be fluent in Swedish, tests in /
~  Swedisb thiat required cogritive operations showed that their /
surface fluency was not_reflected in the li't:eracy-relat:ed '
. .-aspects of Swedish prr Sjciency. o o e /

- - —— . e - Ve

In this study, Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa found that t}{e
extent to which the first language had been developed prigr /to
. contact with Swedish was strongly related to how well Swedish
» * was learned. Children who migratgd‘at ages 10 to 12 maintained

a level of Finnish close to Finnish students in Finland and

achieved 'Swedish language gkills compardble to thoge of Swedes.

In contrast, children who migrated at 'younger ages or who' were

born in Sweden tended to reach developmental plateaus at/a low
. level in both Pinnish and swedish academic.proficiencY. /' Th.s

.+ ' brings us to another issue. . .
i~ (1, «
/ \-
The Optimal Age Question . ’ - i . / b
P /

. Por years, the commonly held belief.was that young, children
) were superior to adults in second language learning. The notion
\ was that there was a “critical period" for second language
_learning pnd «that adults, having passed the critical period,’
could riot learn second languages as readily as young children.

N However, when direct comparisons are made between adult. and
child second language learners, results usually indicate that
‘o adult learners perform better on measures of mo:p}}ology and syn-

. tax (McLaughlin, 1978). -

-

7
e e

e

s __Krashen;- Long; and Scarcella (1979) have argued that adults
-——="""" pcquiré the morphology and syntax of a second language faster
than young children, but that child leayners will ultimately.

- attain Rjgher proficiency. They endorsed a "younger-is-better"

position,,.according to which child second lanquage learners are
: expected to be superjor to a@dolescents and adults in terms of
) * Wltimate achievement. If anything, however, the evidence they

cited (Fathman, 1975; Snow and Hoefnagel-Hoehle, 1838) suggests
that ultimate proficiency in morphology and syntax is highest
among learnex;s who have beg_un acquisition during agolesi:énce.

24
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The younger-is-better hypothesis is also contradicted by
research with children in FLES {(Foreign Language in the Elemen-~
tary Schools) programs {Burstall, 1975) and somé"mcent Canadian
research with children in immersion programs that shows "that
children starting a second language in later grades catch up
quickly with those beg%pning earlier {Swain, 1981).

.

. In what is probably the most thorough and,.careful z‘evigy of
t:he optimal age issué, Ekstrand (1979) concluded that general
cognitive <Govelopment, native language learning, second language
learx.irg, learning abiflity and memory, perception, lmitat:ion,

et g

ERI
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and social learning all improve with age and are all posn.ively

1m:erre1at:ed' —_— . . )
9~ % . '

&
Thus, there is simply no room for ull those.optimal age
and critical period thesries that predict a drast:ic de-
cline in L, learning abilit:y at any time during chilgd-

) hood, youth f!t the major part of adultheod (p. 37).

2

The linguist:ic'im:erdebendence hypothesis algo has implica-
tions for thé optimal age issue. It -follows,from the linguistic
interdependence hypothesis that older learners, whose literacy-
related skills are more deve}.oped, would acquire school-related
N second language skills more vapigly than younger learners. That
e is, in’ a school set:t:ing, where emphasis is. placed on generalized

compet:encies in abst:ract:ion, ‘verbal reasoning, and metalinquis-
~. tic ability, one would expect children to do better wiose abil-
ity to deal with disepbedded language is more developed. On the
other hand, this wounld not necessarily be thé<case for those
aspects of second lapguale proficiency"that relate to the 1nt:er-
personal use of the second 1anguage.

-

- . v ¥ - , . -
- L] -———-“"1
Cummins (1980b; in press) reviewed studies relating age t:o’

second language learning and concluded that the findings support
t:he prediction of the linguistic interdependence hypothesis.
First, the studies show a clear advant:age for older learners in
mastery of second language syntax and morphology as weli-as jn
the cognitlve/academic types of second language skillgy measured
by conventional standardized tests. Second, studies of ‘oral
fluency and accent, while rot consistent in either direction,
often show oldar learners at a dis..dvantage when compared with
younger J,earner:js. Assuming that oral fluency and accent measure
int:erpersona:. aspects of language use rather than more literacy-

. related aspects, these findings are consistent wi*h the linguis-
t:i.c interdependence hypothesis. ,
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basic sound units was noticeable. o
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This -research 'has definite implications for designing-and
implementing ibiligguali education programs, most Goviously in
connection with de?:isiqgs sahout when to introduce non-English-
speaging students to English, The linguistic interdependence
" hypothesis suggests that the s udent's level’of first language
‘proficiency at the time of second fahgu@ge acquisitiog is an
important determinant of the outcome of Eg -language~-learning

o

progess. \\‘\\ -
- \\\:~
£ - - .
. o 2T N
. s - .
A , Bilingual Education in North America
.. . * J i

k]
Up to_this point we have bee\rz discussing the cognitive and
linquistic aspects of second hng‘ua@e learning. There are alsc,
of course, important social psychological aspects to second lan-
.gquage learning in a school situation. These aspects bave often
been discussed in comparing the, success of Canadian immersion
.programs with the relative iack of success of American second-

lanquage-only pzggrams. -

Canadian Immersion Programs
The results of Canadian immersion programs are doubtless im-
‘pressive. In the initial research, the St. Lambert Project
(Lambert and Tuicker, 1972), children in the program were fol-  +
(3 ¢ lowed and tésted over a five-year period. After grade one,
experimental groups of English-gpeaking children exposed exclu-
'sively to Prench in the school setting scored below English
contrdl classes .on tests of English word knowledge and reading
skilly,.but‘had no difficulty with English comprehension testS.
French language skills at this point’were almost all poorer for
the éxperimental ~hildren than for Prench-speaking controls,
except fon word discrimination, sentence comprehension, and word |

]

order.’ . o

. - - .-

Rt the.end of grade two, the experimental group had pro-
gressed in English (they now had two J35-minute periods of Eng-
lish language arts daily) to the point where they were on a par
with control groups. Lambert and Tucker’ attributed this prog-
ress to the transference of their basic skills in reading, con-
cept development, and word manipulation through French to Eng-
ligh. .The crildren's French also continued to improve. .
Although the¥ were still, behind French-speaking controls, espe-
cially in matters of grammar, progress in pronunciation and in.

v
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By the end of the fourth grade, the ci..ldren in the immer-
sion program yere rated by a group of linguists to be at or
above the neutral point in competence for .all indices of French
languvage arts ‘(although Lhey did not surpass native French-
speaking- children)., At the same time, their English skills werwu
at the same level or higher than controls. Other researcp‘on
children in Canadian French immersion programs con§idtently
demonstrates the same pattern of results: after several years,

children in these programs have achieved proficiency in-French _

_without any negative consequences to thexr English language
‘skiIls (Swain, 1978). .

N ~

-«

D . 1
Immersion and Submergion Programs Compared
- N . .

Ly
¥

. . % .
Why, then, is it that a similar model has proven ineffective”

in the United Statés? In contrast to the positive results
achieved in Canada, linguistic minority children in the U.S.
usually fare poorly when placed in a school” situation in which
they receive all their instru tion in a second language (John
and Hornper, 1971 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 1975). The
overt linguistic circumstances for Canadian English-speaking
children and for American linquistic minority children seem
parallel. In both cases, the child is exposed from the begin-
ning of schooling to a second language. Yet there are important

differences. . . o

In the Canadian.environment, English-speakifg children have
no gense of inferiority in the schools The children in total
immersion programs are usually chogen from English monolingual
communities. Thelr social group is the more prestigious and .
their languace-is respected. The children are not gxpected to
compete in”the clasgroom with native speakers of French, and .,
their teachers do not -have low expectations for their achieve-
ment. These factors are central to the success of such pro-
grams. - ' ’

- ‘

It should also’ be noted that in. total immersion programs, for
Bnglxsh-speakinq children,q@he children are kept segregated, at
least 1nit1a11y, from other children who speak French as a first
language. The second~ language-only approach for linguistic
minority children in the U.S. usually involves placing “the child
i a class where there are a considerable number of native
BEnglish-speaking children whose language proficiency gives them
an advantage. The gituation is more "submersion” than immersion
~--“submersfom reflecting the 'sink-or-swim- nature of the experi-

. ence for. the minority student (Cohen and Swain, 1976). Table 1

ERIC
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outlines the differences between immersion and submersiun
approaches. . Ao
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SR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN IMMERSION AND SUBMERSION APPROACHES

- .
... {based on-Skutnabb-Kangas, 1978) .
L RN ) ) ‘ :
Y
o
e . Immersion . Submersion T )

. .
*

Linguistic majority
‘High-status first lahguage

Middle~class parents

Program optional -

High motivation

3
t= -

L2 not threat to Ly

Linguistic minority .

‘Low-gtatus first ':L:mguage_a

Working-class parents
No alternative .

Low motivation: ¢ -

Ly threat to I

« .

Ny
§

»
% Bilingual teachers Teachers monoli.ngua’l in L,

A

. All ‘chjldren L, speakers - Ly and Ly speakers ‘miked

.
. = » 1]

- Compared with L; speakers . szpareé with native [L; )
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‘ what happens to children in submersic~ programs? In too
many cases, what happens is that the children do poorly in’
school, drop out as soon as possible, and develop identity
conflicts and a sense of marginality. Their later-job oppor-
tunities are severely limited in an increasingly technological
society. This is true not only for many linguistic minority
children in the U.Se; it also is true of hundfeds of thousands .
of children of immigrant workers in Europe (Skutnabb-Kangas,

1978). }

For such children, bilingualism is subtractive {(Lambert,
1975). That is, their first language is éendangered by the
acquisit:ion of the more prestigious: second language. The con-
sequences for_ school achievement and personal ident:it:y are nega-
tive. This is not the case for linguistic majority children who
learn a second language in an immersion program. In this case
bilingualism is additive in that it enricnes the children and
has essent:ially positive benefits. * .

-
¢ - -

Would an immersion model wWork in the U.S.? At present, we

do not know the answer to this question. There- are certainly
serious problems in even attempting to mount such a program.
a bilingual program is to involve an immersion approach.on the
Canadian model, it means segregating the children from native
speakers. There are legal problams with any such approach, as
well as practical ones, in convincing parents that their chil~
dren are not being ghet:t:oized.

1£

N .
-
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Second, in the Canadian model, all the children are at the
same level in their initial knowledge of French--they krow none
or almost none. This is nct true *for the English of many chil-
dren who are in bilingyal programs in the United States. Many
Spanish-speaking childrlen, for example, have been evposed to-
English unsystematically gfince they were born. Such children -
are likely to have different degrees of fluency in English when
they enter school, and this means that a» important social psy-
chological assumption of immersion programs is not met: that alk

. children start at the same point so that no child feels inferior

Q
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to others in language gkiils.
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Third, children in the Canadian ,imxnersion programs never
attain the level of French proficiency that native'French- i
speaking children possess. The immersion children are compared
with each other; they are not compared with native speakers.

, This is pot true for}ichildren in bilingual programs in the U.S.
These thildren are éipected to attain native-like proxiciency so
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that they can epter, and have equal educational oppdrtunities
in, %he reqular al];-English curriculum.

» ) ’ ‘ '
. Y
' - 1In short, fundamental differences between the Canadian situ-
ation and the situation’in the U.S. make one doubt that immer-
sion prégrams on the Canadian mddel will work in this country.
However, some variant of this model may turn. out to be an effec-
tive- approach. Certainly experimentation is needed. There is
no reason why bilingual education should be limited to any one
Tnstructional model. In fact, as we shall now see, diversity
has been thé rule in this country. -

. L
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. Language Instftuction in Bilingual Classrooms .

Bilingual programs in the U.S, range from individual tutor-
ipg to magnet- bilingual schools. There is also substantial
variation in®such practices as tracking bilingual students -
according to ability groups, segregation, and pullout criteria
(seelye and Navarro, 1977). Some schools use an itinerart
. ,teacher design, with students receiving individual or group '
tutocing in their first language while remaining in the main- ‘\v
strean classroom. The commitment of the ihdividual school to
the bicultural aspect of bilingual education varies'(Escobedo,
1978; Hernandez-Chavez, 1979). For the most part, prograns are
designed to be transitional in nature, with the goal of pro-
viding the child with sufficient English-language skills to move
. into the mainstream curriculum as early as possible. One of the
‘central considerations for school districts is in the per- s
student costs agsociated with bilingual ‘programs; here again one -
finds marked variation from district to district (e.g., Danoff,
1978; Garcia, 1976; Smith angd Smith, 1978). 1

Instructional Models

. f

L4 4

‘There are at least four major models‘ of bilingual

(1} Transitional Bilingual Fducation. By this is meant a model
in which the subject matter 1s taught (at least in pat{t:) in
' ,the child's first language until it is thought that the .

J . * thild's English is gqod enough for participation in the

regular classroom. Sometimes separate instruction in Eng-
N 30 i %
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lish- as a second language is éiven to facilitate the tran-

. sition to English. 1In some sé&ttings, the child's first
) ' language is gradually phased out and English is phased in.
The ultimate goa1 is to place the child in the reqular
English classroom, but the specific characteristic of this
. method” is the uge of the child's first language ‘until the
- child is ready for an Englzsh-only classroom. This distin-
guishes the model from a "submersion” approach (which is
not a model of bilingudl education), where childr-n are

exposed only to English for all classes.

e

4

) (2) Maintenance Bilinnual Education. In this model, the -ulti-

* mate goal is a bilingual individual fluent in both the first
and the second lanquages. Instead of phasing out instruc-
tion in the first language, as in; transitional bilingual
education, instrucyion is continued:in the first language,
although the use of the first language may change frem
serving as a medium of instruction to being taught as Sub-

ect matter (e.g., Spanish language arts class).
3 -

Ky
-

ngiish as a Second ranguage (ESL). This model pldces
linguisti¢ minority students in regular instruction for most

. of the day, but has them pulled out for gpecial instruction
in“English, Aanother approach is to ube a special curriculum
designed to teach English as a second language, ,

C o, ) %

-

(4) TImmersion. In this model, all 1nstruction is given in the
child's second 1anguage. Inmersion differs from submersion
in a number of important ways (see above). It also differs
from transitional bilingual education in that the child's
first language i3 maintained through special instruction in

- that language. } s \

o 4 . ] i - ~ ¢
In spite of the large mumber of studies that have heen
- carried out or bilingual education. we still do not know what
models of bilingual education ares more appropriate for different
. subgroups of linguistic minority children. There has simply not

been enough systematic research comparing different models.
This contrasts sharply with the Canadian experience, where care-
ful, large-scale studies have been carried-out on the effective-
ness of immersion programs.

L
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Language Use

-

Turping now to the question of language use in the bilingual
classrpom, we find a similar lack of systematic research. We do
know that there is comsiderable variation in bilingual lesson
delivery approaches. Some classrooms are organized around an
alternate language approach, where the teacher deliverg a lesson
one day (or at one time) in one language and then another day
{or another time) in the other language. Another approach is to
use concurrent translation, where the teacher immediately trans-

- lates what i5 said in one language ifito the o“her. The intent

.

of these approaches is to provide the same amount of informaition

in both languagés. It often happens, however, that children
“tune out" whan instruction is in a language they do not. under-
/stand, since they know that the same information will be given
n their first language (Wong-Fillmore, ip press). Purthermore,
Legarreta (1977) found that the concurren translation method
* did not promote equal information in both languages, but .that l
teachers used English 70 percent of the time. In both the
alternate-days and the concurrent translation approaches, the
teachers used English as the’primary language fo: correcting
children.

Townsend (1974) coded the speech of 30 bilingual teachers
and aides of Spanish-speaking children in a Texhs school and
found that they used more questions in Spanish and praised more
in English. There was more rejecting of students' answers in
Spanish, and more directives*were used during English lessons.
There were more total responses during lessons in Spanish, but
more student-initiated responses during English lessons. Unfor-
tunately, this study has not been" replicat:ed in other situa-
tions.

i f
Erickson, Cazden, and Carrasco (1979) noted that tedchers in
the bilingual classes they observed shifted language depending
on the content of the activitys wath activities, for example,

seemed to permit more noninst:ruct::.onal talk--which took place in,

-

Spanish--whereas reading tended to be in the students' nondomi-
. nant language--English. One practical determinant of the lan-
guage used . for particular content areas is the availability of
instructional materials.

’
- 1 - Fi
'

Cazden (1979) has suggested that science activities be used
. in a bilingual classi2za as a vehicle for second language learn-
ing, since such act::.v.\.t:ies inv2ive the manipulation of objects .
and clear referents to words and instructions. However, there

4
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is a danger in restricting the dopains in which first and second
languages are used. Exclugive use of the second language in

science and mathematics courses would. seenm to imply that the .
" non-English tirst language "has no place in the ‘rodern technolog-~

ical world. As Fishman and lovas (1970) have pointed out, such , “j

limiting implications have been consistently rejected by na- .

tional protest moveéments since the md-19th century. : .

. * o

In a study of language use in a bilingual classro’onf -Shulta

(19755 reported on a combined first and second grade classroon

in a suburb of Boston with 40 native Spam.‘ah-speaking students.,
" Therewypere four teachers, twp of whom were native Spanish speak-

° ers and two of whom were native Inglish speakers. Instrucrion
in the claseroom was in both Spanish and English. Nonstheless,
there was an important difference in usage:

{Teachers' language use] Icaves vne with the ia presaion
that.English was the langyage which was considered to
be scmehow “natural,™ while Spanish was always used in .
2 “marked” way. That is, someone was addressed in Engw

~ ligh, unless the person did not speak Inglish very . -
well; something was said in English, unless it tould
not be, as in a Spanish language arts lesson; Spanish
was ugsed gnlyt if it was ahsoclutely necessary to do so.
The “hidden agenda™ of this classroom, then, was that

. it was advantageous to use English, and not advanta-
geous to use Spanish (p. 18}. ) .

-
>

Y
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In a study of teachers. in bilingual prograns in the .Austin,
Texas school district, it was reported that 36 percent of the
bilingual teachers conducted none ‘or almost none of their
instructional activities in Spanish (Ward-Raquel, 1974). Wwhat
effect does such, an approach hive on second language learning?
The “direct” method has keen widely used in adult foreign lan-
guage instruction; how useful is such a mathod*with children?

", Again, one confronts th¢ issyes relating to subnmersion vs«
lxpersion programs: Can the direct method approximate the bene-
vfits of ‘mmersion without Jeading to the disadvantacas of the
discredited submersion model? The answer probably depends upon
characteristicd of the students, the teacher, and the s}.tua:ion

v

in a given classroom. , - . .

-
<

Curriculun Features
Lu

We turn now to the question of curriculun features and spe-
cific language-teachmg tach- .ques. One central issue relating




o mirrisvisa 13 the awxx!.amluy of app«epﬂ.ﬂa mtexialee -
o Caragone {1976} hus pade the lzportant point that the m!faxnnco,
botwean the variscles of Spanish apoken by students, capacially
- Haxlzan Mperican amwts, and the varioty of Spanish vsed in !
sexthooks has prdagogica’ and psychologiial implications. 1 AR
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< . " tThere hsa beess a great deal at prograss in the davp lopment
) of machmq.mra:uh ~for bilingual programs, sspecially for |
Arericas 3adian groups le.g., ERIC Clegringhouse un Early
o IChildhend Fducatian, 1975, Kichigan State Dopactmont of Educa-
‘ Tien, 1975: Ratiodal Xndilap Educasion Assdelation, 19753, 7 .
Rsading miérials have bren pdepared in nonliterate Irdian lan~’ .
rC guagas (Spolaky, 1973) .and a Disseminatizn Coniter for Bilingual=-
Picaizural Education han besn established to select, feproduce,
. .and distribute pioject-daveloped mtertals ta hilingual prograns . 5
| ehroeghont the country (Swapson, 1974). | :.hem-am, patersals
have been ﬁwelcpe—:i for smensitizing teachers 3 the va}.uzm of
© studertw fron different mlmml backgroands.” T

. . ‘ | 2 . .
12 13 nob kmvn w5 vhat extant m axr'zcu}.ugs ﬁh’bﬂlﬂ ‘stress’
L foraal insgruction in the sacend langusgs. Hatch (1977)

. argued that there is lretle cvxetnnce w zmppozt.. the gse of for-
nal language instroction 1 mlmqua‘ clmrm, but. Paulston
gn""} dmaq:eﬂd and d:cd st2dent tegtirony that formal ine s
struction was extremely helpful o tnei¥ iearning the second

- Jasgzage. 1% may Do than e age of the children iz a fuctor
regs, with ‘slder {junior and sanisr hight students profiting

¥ . awre from forsal instrectign. .. - L. -
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! . Alpost no attention has beon given to repadiation techniques

. in 2 1inqusl chna:m‘. Teachnzs arn ususally tonfronted with
the px. ‘lam of dualing with stodents at vastly different levels
of doiltey in B*qliah. Litzle 18 knovn’about tachniques for
. "spoeding st"*“  the Lanqaaqu acquisltion process, in childron vhoss
c:mcsmse.l kncwh&»:;a tuns ahead of their gacond language abili-
ties,” Reor has much rescarsh boon Jovoted b childrées in htlin- ;
.. qual programs vith spscial preblers--e.g., Diose requiring , T
speach and fanguage therapy. Landers {1965} and. Nagy {1972)
fiadw borh noted the impastance of resedistion 3n the bilingual
warriculin,  bit thezs have been fov studies on this topic, )
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Untc:tunately. there has been lictle mseatch on the yse’ of
various language-teaching tachniques, such as ganes, dialogies,
arills, and the like, in hilingual. classrooms. Above all, the
¥ind of inforsation tpachers would most like to have-~informa~-
tion about grade-spezific and subject-specific teeching mathods
tor ugse in bxl.ingunl classroons~«ig simply not available.

o = s [ -

* Ta suemarize whar has.been sasél so far about language
ingtruction in hilingual classrooms: (1) There are a number of
moduls of bilingual education, but it is not known which models
are dest for which children. (2) Re have some information
about actual language use by teachers in bilingual schools, but
we know litrle sbodt what constitutes optimal language, usk on
“the part of & teacher for children with different language
s%ills. {(3) Pinally, % know almost nothing definitive about .
how to structure the cugrriculus for, children in bilingual class~
roons Or about specific teaching mothods or techniques.

] -
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Classroom Composition R <

:
H

A practical question confronting bilingnal educators is the '
deairable ratio of teacher and teacher aides to gtudents. The
more samall-group tutoring, the greater the need for paraprofes-
sionals and aides. Spanish-speaking and Indian children seem to
profit from small~group work {Cazden et al., 1980; John, 1972;
Philips, 1972), suggesting that the characteristics of che stu-
dent population are important im declding ratio questions.

7/ .

. »

Although the use of paraprofessicnals in bilingual prograns
is a widespread policy {Patterson, 1975; Scely. and Navarro, )
1977), rost of the duties of bilingual teacher a des, tend to be
of a noninstructional nature, and the gkills of t. .ingual para-
professionals are often.mot fully utilized. Furthermore, the
nmorale-of aides is often poor, especially in cases where sala- '
riea are lovw and funding contingencies uncertain.

o
Prod the point of view af the language leumet, the ideal

situation ik one in which there are many fldent speakers of the.
targef language with whom inmtactlcn is poasible. A major
problam for langaage lesrners is gentlng enough exposure to “the -
now lanquaga and wtt}nq enough practice speaking ic with people
who know the language p2ll enough to provide¢ appropriate feed-
back. Evan when there, are aides and classmates who are willing
‘and ready w0 movide input and feedback, not all second language
learners are able to avail themgelves of this assistance. Some

-~ .
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"learners lack the social skills needed to initiate contact with
English-speaking classmates (Wong-Fillmore, in press).
. ! i
& . . N
Tie experience with submersion programs in this country
suggests that when linguistic minority children are in a class~
room environment that does not meet their needs for appropriate
input and feedback, the result is frustration and failure. The
tendency in such ,a situation is for teachers.to focus their
attention on the ]iinguistic majority students and.to expect
little of the lihguistic minority students. * .

- ' ’ Even;in bilindual clagsrooms, however, it is possible for

linquistic minority childrzen to experience frustration and fail-
ure -when their landuage needs are not met. Teachers and aides
typically do not haVe the time to provide each child with opti-~
mal azounts of input and feedback through one-on-one interac-
tion. Especially inioper classrooms, where much of the laarning
takes place in group \activities, children have to vie for the
teacher's or aide's attention. In this situation, children may
learn very little Engllish. In her observations of such & class-
room, Wong-Fillmore (ih press) found that the children inter-
acted with one another they ,went abou}, their largely individ-
ualized learning activities each day, but that they did so in
their first language. e result was that theY used little or
no English in the classrdom and ended the year knowing 1little
~ English.- - .

-

»
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In contragt, children learned well _ir: a classroom in which
whole-class and small-group\ learning activities were teacher-
directed. fThe ‘teacher's language was Shaped to the child's
needs; children were called frequently to respond, either
individually or as a group. \The teacher rarely mixed languages,
but occasionally used the children's first language to explain
concepts that could not be demonstrated nonverbally and would be
difficult for, the children to ynderstand in English. .

£l

< oo

This is not to imply, howevey, that teacher-directed class-
rooms are the best means of assuning successful acquisition of
English. Wong-Pillrore also repofted that successful second
language learning took place in a \classroom in which student
interaction was promoted, 8o that ln addition to the teacher's
input and feedback, students were tting much exposure to the

lanquage from fellow classmates as well, o A
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In short, it appears thas classroom composition--the ’ R
teacher/aide~to-student ratio and the nature of the class (e.g.,
teacher-directed or focused on individualized instruction
through small-group work)r--is less important than the quality of
information and responges children receive. Successful second
language learning depends not only on the amount ofsEnglish that  *
children are exposed to but also on how the language is used.
i X These factors, rather than classroom composition as such, are
’ critical. I

Classréom Interaction Patternus

«

o We come now to the question of huw the organization of pap- .
ticipant structures affects second language learning in a bilin- )

-. _ gual claseroom. Ethnographic anaiyses of bilingual classrooms
"have shawn_t that the mrtas for in-class interaction do not neces~
sarily oorrespond to the ndras of the- commenmity.” Van Ness =~ T .
(1981), in observiny an Athebaskan Indidn teacher with six stu-
dents, found that the ease of transition from the.previous les-
son into the reading lesson deépended on the degree of congruence
between student and teacher communication patterns. aimilarly,. o
Boggs (1972) reported that Hawaiian children perceived it as
basically unpléasant and ris.y to answer individually directed

~ 1inquiries from teachers; if the teacher addressed the whole
group, it was safe to réspond as a memben.gf t.he group. .

-~ . o
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In comparing Indian and non-l:ndian students™ verbal partici-

pation under different classroom condictions, Philips (1972) t

. found that the gndian children showed relatively less W;.lling- N,

ness to perférm pr particigat:e verbally“when they had to speak

alone in front of other students. On the other hand, the Indian

citildren wore more willing than non-Indian students to partici-

pate in group activities that did not cfeate a distinction be- o

tween individual performer and gudience. Furthermeore, they

preferred to determine for themselves how they were to talk and e

what they, were to say rather than to follow the teacher's guid-

"ance. such cultural interactional patterns are*at odds with .

those of the traditional American classroom, where thé student's

veply to the teacher's questions provide the one means for the

teacher to evaluate the stud~nt's performance. In our system ‘

the teacher needs to know how much,of the material the students |
|
|

3

have learned. It is not group but individual progress with

which teachers are expected to be concerned. .

_— ¢ . o J
As HMehan (1979) has notec, success in sehool can be gaug»d

both in terms of academic knowledge and interactional ‘co
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tence. “To be a competent member in a classroom community, the
child must learn how and when to communicate wath others and
must be able to-interpret the language, behavior, rules, and..
> other normative dimensions of classroom life. ¥We do not know to
’ what extent interactional <ompetence is "teachable,” but to
begin to get a handle on this issue it would be important to
‘define as clearly as possible the pattern of participant, struc-

ture.that governs a bilingual classroom. . J .
Cazden et al. (1980) studied a first-grade Chicano bilingual
classroom where the children and the teacher came from the samd
Mexican American’ community, and reported that the clagsroom
1n_t:eract:ion conformed to Mehan's (1979) descriptiong_gwgain-g—v—

streanm classrodm discourse, What distinguished this class fr:om N
mainstream clagses was-the ffequent expression of carino, a |

-close and caring personalized relationship between teacher and
st:udent:,f' characterized by in-group forms of address, frequent

- use of diminutives, reminders to the children. of norms of inter-

persdnal respect, and expressions of the teacher's knowledge of -- ..
her children's family life. .The sense of a shared cultural

identity appeared to have had a positive effect. Cazden wrote

in her field notes:

- -~

]

~
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I have never seen. as well-functioning a first-grade
society. By this % mean the extent to which the chil-
dren know where and when dnd what to do; there is a
minimum time spent in giving directions;...little if
any need for negative sanctions; maximum task focus on
the part of the children. And yet all this without any
. sense of strong military-type discipline. The children
can take "time out" to chat or dance and never get out e
of control (Cazden et al., 1980, p. 4). . .

-

Most éducaéo;s recognize the importénce of cultural appro-
priateness for smooth classroom functioning and would agree with
the principle that teaching should start from where the child
is. . Indeed, the schcols have recently attempted to address
issaues of cultural differences. But while a classroom teacher
night respect religious beliefs and cultural customs, she may,
without knowing it;violate the interactional contexts in which
people prefer to learn and to demonstrate what they have learned
(Cazden et al., 1980).

O
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N ‘ Implications for Teaching . ' .

N ) .

This chapter can be summarized in one sentence: Not enough
is known about second language learning:in bilingudl classrooms.
There are many reasons for this, the principal one being the

‘. diversity in bilingual education in the U,S. Bilingual educa-

tors are dealing with ¢hildren from different ¥anguage back- . -
greunds, with difierent .abillities in English, from different
L« home _environmenits. g‘here a; a wide variet:y of approaches to
e bilingual educat:i.on--‘;:.t:t:le nsensus exists, even within the
same school, as to how to ‘deal with children learning English as
a second language. .fbviously, more syst:gmatié regearch is
i needed in this area-vnot the kind of one-shot evaluation study,
. that typifies thé field of bilingual education, but long-term
studies of language instruction in bilingual classrooms.
» e !

e

-]
Some implications of u‘)is discussich:” )
Q<
(1) A child in a bilinguaI™elassréom is engaging in two major
S learni.ng tasks: learning the language of the school and
léearning the second language. All children have to adjust:
to the requirements of the “formal" language of the school;
.bilingua) children have®tc learn this formal- language in a
setond language. Furthermore, linguistic mipority children
may not haEe been prepared by their home environment for
- the task of learning to deal with decontextualized language
-to the extént that linguistic majority children from higher
socioeconomic backgrounds have been. The task of learning
to read s much more difficult for the child whp ‘has never
been read to, than for the child from a highly literate *
home. Bilingual teachers need to be sensitive to these
differences if they are to give individual children the in-
. st:éuct:ion they need.; .

-

(2). 1t is obviously important not to move linguistic minority .
children out of bilingual programs prematurely. This, of
course, is not the ssage that flnancially hard=-pressed
administrators (or 13giglators) want to hear. Yet we are R
not providing childrenVwith equal educational opportunities
i3 we- put- them in a situation where they cannot cope and -
are destined to frustration and failure. Teachers should
be aware of the "linguistic facade phenomenon”"--of the need
to distinguish between superficial ability in a language

‘and the ability to deal with that language in a decontex-
tualized and abstract manner. This second aspect of lan-
guaqe ability takes time to develop. This does not mean

°
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" that children must star «n bilingual programs forever, but
that it is better to err on the side of keeping a child in
-a program too long than to push tiie child out prematurely.

(3) t'l'ner:a is no wne approach to bilingual education that will
best promote the second language learning of all children.
This would seem to be a fairly obvious conclusion, but the
proponents of ona method or another constantly claim that
only their approach should be universally employed. 1In

* some situations--for example, where the children in a
school or district come from many language-bagkgrounds--a
pull-out ESL approach might be appropriate and effective.
Translation might be effective with certain children, .but
not with others. 1In some commuhities, a.transitional
approach may be preferable; in others a maintenance
approach may be more in’ line with community goals.

-

(4) +No matter what the approach, there is good reason <o sup-
+ pose tha“ those children who receive the input and feedback
they need to progress in the secqnd hqguage will ‘do so3
,those who do not, will not. Earligr, we made the poins-.
. that teachers must do what they can to see that children <

-

1

are motivated to ocomn

qu;cate in the second language. ¢

programs,

p

. “- ” .
Classroom structures and interaction patterns that are most
successful in eliciting student participation are those
that resu\lt when the methogs of interaction chosen by the
téacher are most tongruent with the student's expectations
of ‘culturally appropriate bahavior. . Ethnographic studies
demonstrate the need to takg cultural norms and expecta-
tions into account in the classroom. Success#€fl classroom -
management depends upon common under 3tandihg of the roles .
and responsibilities of the teacher and of the |student--
roles and responsibilities that are culturally defined,

. »
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RESEARCH HETHODS‘IN"CH,ILD SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION®
v e -
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i .

The focus of this chapter is on the ways in which research-
ers have gone about getting answers to the questions that con-
" cern them about child second language acquisition. These
questions, can be relatively specific--for example, about the
acquisition of certain linguistic formg=-or relatively general--
" for example, about the effectiveness of particular approaches to .
bilingual education. The research methods vary accordingly,
from detailed studies of individual learners to large-sgale R *
testing involving hundreds of bilingual classrooms. In! this
chapter, we shall look at three types of research: (1) studies
of the learnyng process, (2) research on language assessment,,
and (3) evdluation research on the effectiveness of bilinguale
. programs. - .

. - -

-

. »
” -

.Studies of the Second Language Le;rning Process

"There argea number of ways to go about studying the process
of: second language learning in childreA. One is to observe in- |
dividual children over time, recording their u:terances, as in Lo
the so-called “diary” method, which has been frequently employed |
in studying bilingual children who ‘are raised from birth with 1‘
two languages. This method is useful with young children whose }

. utterances are fairly simple; it is more dAifficult to apply with

. l :

Instead, researchers involved in longitudinal research with
older children- do not attempt, to “get everything down.* In the
Ravem (1974) and the Wode {1978) studies, for example, the in-
vestigator took “language samples systematically over time, and
then examined these samples for changes in specific construc-
tions such as the negative or interrogitive. The focus in such
research is on the developmental sequences that one finds in
individual learners or groups of leaxners.

-

Longitudinal case-study research is limited in that typi-

cally only one or a few subjects are studied at a time. As a
result, the questiun 'of generalization remains problematic. How

older children whose utterances quickly become fairly complex. - .

® * ) . .
s . ]
19 . F -
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is one to ensure that the pattern found in one or a few:children
is universally true of all children learning a second language?

As we.saw in the discussion of developmental ‘sequences, there

seem to be some regularities, but there are significant excep- y

tions. R . .

Because of the limitativns of longitudinal case studies,
some investigators have looked cross-sectionully at second lan~ N
guage learners. The focys in this research is on determining
how much variation exists in the general patterns of acquisition |
when many learners are examined at diffec—ant points in their
development. 1Two lines of research using the cross-sectional
approach have been particularly important for our understanding
of child second language }earning: the “morpleme studies" and
"error analysis." Their Mportance, it t:urns out, may be more -
methodokogical than substahtive, N . L

Thé “"Morpheme” Studies

: ' . Ve
\ . '

The morpheme research is based o the work of Brown (1973),

;who found_that children learning'English ag a first fanquage
follow a common “invariant® sequence in ™e acquisition of 14 ‘.

functor words, e.ge, noun and verb inflections, articles, auxi-
liaries, copulas, and preposit:ions. In a- number of studies of

<child secongd—anguage leawners, Duray and Burt (1973, ,1974bj

found that second language learners, regardjless of their first
language, followed a similar developmental sequence. -

Dulay and Burt (1973) used the Bilingual Syntax Heasure . ’
.{Burt, Dulay, and flernandez, 1975) to eliéit'speech samples from
151 Spanish-speaking children living in Jijyana, Mexico; Cali~ - ~
«fornia; and New York. Even thouyh the three groups diffetga in
~heir exgosura to English, they showed rcughly the same patterns
in their use of the functors :~ obllgatory contexts These pat-
‘terns we're similar to, imt somawnat different from, the pattern-

. Brown had observad in monolingual chiliren. Dulay and Burt

ie

attributed thie diffe-oncz to the cognitive abilitfes of chil-
dren.at different stzges of their development.

. . . * 1

In a subsequent study, Dulay and Bart (1974b} comparud Chi-

nese~ and Spanish-speaking cnildren in their use of. 11 English
functors to determine whether the iccuracy order was the same

for children from different linguistic backgrounds. The find-

ings indicated that there was a kigh degree of s.milarity across T
language groups. This research was anterpreted as suggesting
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‘- d\at universal ‘cognitive nechanisus “are the rasis for the
child's organization of the target language and that it is the
second language system, rather t.han the first language, th
guides the acquisition process. .

t

A -

- . The mrpheue studies- have come under attack from a number of
diractions. The findings may be instrunént-speciftc. Porter
(1977) gave the Bilingual Syntax Measure to monofingual English- .
lp«king children and found that they displayed an acquisition 4
order more resembling the order found in second language learn-’
ers than the order Brown (1973) had found in first language
learners of English. Since the Bilil;-\xgual Syntax,masure was the
instrument -used in mos® of the notpheme research, the findings
l\ight be an artitacc of the use of t.his instruments
T
Purt.hemore, khe findings of the morpheme studies are not,
. sttictly speaking, x‘al‘xted to acquisition sequence, but rather
to accuracy of use, since the studies are cross~sectional in
nature .and measure the percent of times subjects supply mor-
phemes correctly in obligatory contexts (McLaughlin, 1978).
Several longitudinal studies have yielded orders of acquisition
that did not correlate.with the orders of accuracy of use
obtained in crcss-sectional research (Hakuta, 1976; Huebner,
* 1979; Rosansky, 1976). . - .

-

’ ) v ( ~ v
There is alsp the possibility that the learner'f first | *
language pliys an important roie in determining the order in
whicth second language learners acquire English mﬁhemes.
Hakuta and Cancino (1977) lave_ argued that the semantic complex-
ity of the morphemes may vary dapending ‘on the learner's native
languags. They clted research that indicated that wHere a .

.

second language learner's first language does not make.the.same
discriminations as the target language, more difficulty in
learning to use these morphemes occurs than is the case for ~
. learners whose first language makes the semdatic diacriminationa .
(e.g., Fathman, 1975; Hakuta, 1976)., )

y o . ) .

, Error Analysis R . ‘

- . -

. 1

Initially, the uguaent'from the error analysis studies was
that first and second language Jearning involve common proc-~ -
.esses. Dulay and Burt (1972, 1974a) cited the evidence of case
studies and crosg-sectional research that indicated that the .
. majority of errors that children make reflect the influence of ©

the tszget second language more than the child's flrst hnguage..

s 4

-
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For example, data from Spanish-speaking children who were learn-
ing English showed that the majority of errors were developmen-
tal, in ndture--that is, most errors were of the type that
monolingual children make when they are acquiring English (Dulay
and Burt, 1972). Even errors that presumably reflect the
P child's first language could, Dulay and Burt argued, just as
- well reflect overgeneralizations, whicl though not found in the
speech of monolingual children, do correapond to strategies
used by monolingual children. *Por instance, erroxs such as
. "Now she's petting hers clothes on” are not found in the speech .
of nativejspeakers of English, but could be overgeneralizations+
by the second language learners of the English possessive /-s/.
In cntrast, overgeneralizations reflecting Spanish construc-
tiops such as J"bigs aouses” and "t:alls bBoys"® were rnot found in

the data. .. o .
v . . .
In a equent study, Dulay and Burt (1974a) exam.ned
* speech samples from Spanish-, Chinese~, Japanese-~, and Norwe-

gian-speaking children acquiring English as a second language. .
The, types of mistakes these children made were strikingly simi- 1

lar. Dulay and Burt argued that the similarity of errors

reflected the use df a "creative construction” process, similar ‘/

- A to that used by child first lanquage learners. In this process
children gradually reconstruct myles for the speech they hear, |
. guided by strategies that derive from pubati.ve innate mechanisms /
. that cause them to formulase certain types of hypotheses about
the language .system being acquired, until the mismatch between
Q * what they are exposed to and what mey&produce is resolved.

Like the morphemu studies, the early research on error anal- .
. ysis has come under fire. Schachter and Celce-Murcia (1977) i N
5 have.pointed outsthat it is-.difficult to be certain precisely
what type of error a second language learner is making or why
the learner mke§ it.' e and the samk error can frequently be
attributed to intralingual (reflectihg developmental mistakes
found in monolingual speakers) and int:erli.ngual factors »
(reflecting the influence of the Learner 8 fi.rst: language).
*Indeed, this may not be an ei.t:her/or propoait:ion. there is evi-
dence that some errors ,are the result of the 1nt:eract:10n of both
factors (Andersen, 1878). -

- T .
-

L] * »

Hakut:@ and Cancino (a977) have argued that: error analysis
rests on the questionable assumption that an srror is an ~
appropriare unit of analysis. Research indicating that errors
in_a second language learner's. corpus are predominantly, intza-
lingual and -ot interlingual usually involves coding the

onission~of high freyuency mrphemes--e.q., nouns, and verb in-

.
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. flections and the verb to be--as 1nt:ralingua1 errors. Since
interlingual errors often involve large constituents or changes
in word order, Hakuta and Cancino mrintain ,that the relative °

- opportunity of occurrence of the two types in not equivadi?m:. -

> Furthermore, it may well be that second language learrners simply

avoid certain linguistic strudtures on which they would be
likely to make errors (Schachter, 1374). -It is conceivable that

. their tirst:"language and thé target language. : .
- . .

-

-...__ Another problem with the error analysis research is that it
is typicaily based on cross-sgct:ional samples. There are rela-
tively few studies that examine whether specific errors are
prevalent at specific points in time or whether certain-errdrs

linqual errors appear ptj.nati y, at the early Qf.ages of develop-
ment (Taylor, 1975) and that they occur when learners are faced
. with particularly intranslgent problems (Wode, )978).

.
§

= To summarize, a simila::react:ion occurred in both the
morphenme studies and the error analysis studies; The initial .
studies, indicating that the acquisition of gra,nmat:ical con-

. structions followed the same developaental sequences for first
and =2cond language learners, was replaced by amore tempered
view. It did not always seem to be the case that first and
second language learning follow similar pat:t:erns, and, in.any
event, the research was methodologically suspect. Currently, as
we saw earlier, there gseems to be some consensus that there are
both similarities and differences between first and second lan-
guage learning. \

T ~ .

EBxperimental Approaches -

One of the reasons for the appeal of cross-sectional
approaches to child second language research was the availabil-
ity of enough instances of the constructions one wished to

o study, in contrast to the longitudinal studies. The Bil'ngual

. Syntax Measure assured that each child would provide information
about the specific morphemesz under investigation. A number of
other techniques have been used to explore the child's abilit:y
with respect to specific aspects of language use.

For exasmple, in a study we mentioned briefly earlier, Nata-
licio and Natalicio (1971) used Berko's (1958) method to deter-
mine the rules children followed for forming English plurals.

46
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Berko gave the child a norisense word and a picture that corre-
sponded to that word. The c¢hild's task was to form a new con-
bination, using the nonsense word as a starting poini. Por
example, the child might see a picture of a *tdr™ and be asked
to name a pPicture with two of these creatures. Or the chud
‘might see a man who is "spowing® and who did the same :hlng
yesterday. Then the child would be asked to tell what the man
did yesterday. The technique iz useful to test the child's ahi-
- lity to exténd knowledge of morphological rules to new cases.

N .

Another approach is to ask a child to retesll in a second
language a gstory told in the first language. This procedure
also enables the researcher to determine the child's ability to
deal with specific cunstructions, since the story can ba phrased
80 as to require the use of these constructions (e.g., posses~
sives, negatives, plurals). However, the child may be able to
avoid using'the constructions in-question by paraphrasing or

R retelling the story in a differedt manner. This technique also
. depends *too greatly on the child's ability to remember datails.

Recently the case has been pade for the use of miniature
artificia¥ language experiments to get at the way in which N
second languageé learners formulate the rules of a target lan-
guage {(McLaughlin, 1980b). Learning a miniature artificial lan-
o guage is like learning & second Ianguage in that the learner
cosss to the task already knowing a first language and having
. that language to Zall back on. Examining the strategies learn-
ers use with a“miniature language allows the researcher to )
examine specific aspects of the learning process, vhile at the
same time holding ot! “r aspects constant. Por example, the
. ‘miniature language could be S0 constructed as to be very dif-
ferent from {or similar to) the child's first language. 1In
which case does the child lsarn the fastest, and does the firat
language Lm:ertgro more in one case than in the ?(at?

Tarane (1979) has mide the important point that style -
. shifting occurs when the sape person responds in different con-
. - texts. This is probably the reascn why somp researshers Jave
reported different pu:t:erns of results in natural sxparinen-
tal situscions (e.g.; Felix, 1977; Shatz, 1977). The rore
attention the learner is paying to specch and the sore forpal
the situation, the more speech seems to be “"invaded® by the.
first language and the more interference errors (Tarone, 1979).
This is obviously a serious issue when generalizing froa the
results of exparimental research and is orie reason vhy it is
best t» use a number of mathods, including observation of
naturally occurring speech, to assure a sore adequate view of
the language-ledrning.process.. -

-

3
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N "y ""wra &m many mtfaron: mnnqdal ~lassrooss in the United
————_SAEYE . snae
~o unbus.  In view of this diversity, 19 it possible to provide 21

T “adegeats analynis of whax happens in the bilingual classracn--or
oo In any Tlassroon, for that mattor? Obviscusly, to wunderstand
whar e on i the rhssru@a FOquires a broad forsperiive.
18 wor #ndugh to fake tine somples of the frequancy of occar-
Tanaw Hl oertain, categories el beravior. This s a baginning,
huy Such an agp*m*ﬁ i not itkely t capture the flavor of the
tneog itfe of the shcols. By txeating the mhavior o the -

Iz

L. N
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o xeacher and the student &5 iacladed and diacrato activities,

tnfaorration ix lost abeil. the soquentsal flow of classresa
. artivities and adsut the feedback procoes that ocurs in the
ineerartive exzhange. Koz o tioa-sarpling takulations taks
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., nography dezands extremdly sensitive observers, individuals ~ho
are able 0 fdiscern the gubtle nuances of other peorie's bhahav-
for and vho are award of their own biases ani orientaiion.
Fyrtharaore, there is the question of the generalizability of
e}Hrcgraphic Tindings Tiong, 1980). Each study involves a
gndque set of sctors, and unique pu!:r.etns ‘ot re:dtiopsnips e
twans teachers and students; how 18 one to know that- the same

- ,br e sinilar patterns exist in other classrooms?

! P ) -V, .
ldeally, maear»..h on clansmoa learning will take individual

differences and situatichal differences into account. This

agpns idunufylnq wunctional characteristics of learners--those

, strategies and tactics thal define dAi1fferent learning styles._

R It also means vorking out 8 taxonomy bf situations that takes

, into account sonaunzcanon pressures, social re .aucns, and the .

A mtun\et tnput. Langudqe learning is the result of a multi- I

e plicicy of‘interacting factors. The success of regsearch on )

' classroom Jearning &:pends o the ability of investiqgators to |

lﬂentﬂy,gmlownt learner {person) varsables and to deternine

hos they interac* with various xnstrucuonal (treatment) methods

| (¥zLaughlin, 1980c)." . .

- , . ." ‘ . ] , .

The first of these fasxs~--tdentifying relavant learner char-
acteristics-~has groven fatrly Aifficult, although there has

-~ bean sqme recent progress. There have been some pPromising stud-

tes of fudividual JLfferences in second, language learning’ in
chuflmn {Cenesee, 1978; Snow and foefnagei=Hochle, 1979) and on
cognitive styles (De Avila and Duncan 1980). We do not know
gery ruch, howavar, about how person vanzibles *interact with

.. treatment mithqds. There may, in fact, be a faixly complex
relationahip. It pay be that some learners use a particular
style bbcaussd it hdis gerved them well in the past, but may

an svitch to another style when Fonfronted vith mvel instructional

techniques. Por exanple, students who have approached language

loarning by penmorizing the rules for draspar may adopt new tac~
tics vhon the .ifstructionsl situation Sfresses comsunication.

In guch & case, the treatnent has affected the learning style,

. 8o that it is pore appropriate o havs a dynanic mode) of leam-

. tng styles than to viaw them as static persunality traits
(Rcmuthim ‘983‘:). .

. . 4

4
. Furthermore, a large number of other variables opced to be
considerad in research on classroom language learning. Results
from rative-born linguistic minority children should be comparad
- vith those fros lemigrant linguistic minority children. Stu-
dents with difforaent first languages from differeat cultures
gshould be cepared. Do some lanquages intecfere more than others

- .
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with the acquisition of English? Then, there is the teacher
factor: What characteristics of the teacher--age, sex, training,
persondlity, creatide ab{lity, ethnicity--affect second language - .
learning in the classroom? What are the effects of degrae of
urbanization and of socioeconpmic status? ‘In spite of a great
"deal of rdsearch:on bilingual education, we know very little .
about anyof "théae factors. An adequate predictive modél will .
;most likely be 3 hyltivarjate one that takes all of these g )
“-,antors-:ran‘dgthera-—int:o account. . .

N » 0 - hd )
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. Language Assessment

- e T e . .
TR major research issué in second language learming is how to «
‘agsess improyepent in a child’s language. This questinn is also g
important for a number of practical reasons, since critical )
decisions about the educaticnal future of linguistic minority.
children are pide on the basis of language proficiency meagures,
‘This was not Always the case. It uged to be that decisions
. tbout the edugation of children were mde by their parents and
teachers. -, . .
. . .

One of the educational dewelopments witnassed in the “.

19708, which has permeated every classroom and school

dis€rict across the natibi; has been the gradual in-

creasing reliance on testing instruments rather than

teacher judgments as sources of information for stident

Placenent and assessment. Indeed, teachers face a con-

stant “tension between validating thelr perceptions of

hefy students' pPogress and that reportesd on standard-

ized: achieyenent tests (Arias in Diaterich and FPreeman,

19794 ”b. V‘ii)q/ , . } .

R v at . “.

This state of affairs s eapecially' apparent in the case of
second language inntrgcbion. Part of the difficulty is skepti-
cism about the tests. Teachers often find their own practical
experience with individual stuilents contradicted by test re- -
sults. Purthermore, teachers are often called upon to admin-
isrer tests of which they hale little ynderatandipg. They may -~
also feal they are being gressured to prepire their btudentd for
such tests. To many teachers, the tests seem to put a premium
on cultural values and test-taking akills that their students do ,

not possess.
N +,
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Dominance or Proficiency . .

“
.

" one approach to language tésting has been to determine which
'1anguage is "dominant” for the child. Language dominance tests
. are used to place students in non-English or English~-medium
: v 'readi'ﬁg and subject matter classes. Yet there is no common )
. agreement among linguists, psycholinguists, and language test
developers as to what constitutes “lanjuage domihance” and "laj-
guage proficiency" gs_ilven_':_xan, 1976), although there_ is some "
agreement that language dominanceé involves .the comparison of LY
skills in two or more languagéB (or degree of bilingualism), .
whereas - language proficiency generally refers to the degree to
which an individual demonstrates linquistic competence in a . el
" single language.

- -

A

» _—.

Psycholinguists have developed a number of measures to -

determine degree of bilingualism. The most éommqn are word
. association tests and reaction time on picture~naming taeks.-

However, most of these measures are not readily available or . |

practicable for the administrator or teacher interested in

establishing and evaluating bilingual pfograms a% the elementary

school 'levei. rurthermore, such instruments .provide at best

indirect evidence as to dominance and degree of bilingualism,

since they do not attempt to medsure linquistic skill in either

language directly, but infar the relative level of overall pro-

" ficiency by measuring different:ial. performance on a quasi-lin-~

guistic task (Burt and Dulay, 197€). ‘

Pesearchers within' the field of education as well as testing - p

" companies have therefore produced language dominance inst:rum.ents'\ o

Jdesigned to be ugseful to the classroom teacher. These range )

from interview gchedules to assess language use in varicus con-
texts to comprehensive coral language assessment techniques. Un~
fortunately, there are serioud problems with all these tests
<7 ° (pieterich and Preeman, 1979). Furthermore, dominance testing
is open to the criticism that dominance in one aspect of lan-

" guage does not mean dominance in another. A child may be 'Eng- L
1ish dominant in some situations or in, say, syntax, kut may be
Spanigh ‘dominant in other situations or .in pronunciation
(silverman; 1976). .

¢ -

» ~
Mogt researchers today believe that’ lanquage dominance
should be assessed via relative proficiency. As Burt and Dulay-
-~ (1875) argued, it seems more advisable to rely on instruments
assessing actual level of proficiency in both languages than on
JAnstruments assessing "dominance,® In a certain sense, then,

»
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the nofion of language "dominance" is sclent}fxcally neam.ng-
less.. What is important is relat:ive proficiency.

. >

Indeed, even tlre notion of.relative proficiency may be mis-
leading. A child can be pore proficient in English than in a
first language ‘d still not: bé proficient enough to go iiito a
classroom where Engllsh is "the sole medivm of instruction. -
There are many children from ltnguistlc minority backgrounds who ,
are “English dominant.” This group consists primarily of second
and third generation Americans or immigrants who use.English as
their primary means of commufication. For these chn.ldren, the
important question i3 rot wHich of their languages is dominant
or relatively more prorlcxeh% bdt whether their English is de-.
quate for them to par.t::.c:.pat:e in an all Engl:.sh curriculum.

. & ~ L

Assessing Language Proficiency
* ' . f . . - ». . ‘ .
As we have just seen, language proficiency is not a unitacy”
concept. Most bilingual individuals are more or less proficient
in different aspect:s of their two languages in different ¢situa-
tions. This means thit the most adequate way of measuring lan-
gquage proficiency is through a bat:t:ery of 'tests that measures
communication skills, use in various¥social ;:ont:ext:s, and_lin-
guistic structure., The problem is that.such a test batfery is _
likely to be long. and to require skillful administration-- .
demanding time and training that busy classroom teachers lack.
The result is that pr;act:n::.oners will continue to use quick and
easy tests, in spite of their proven inadequacy. Ll , ¢

.

' ]

The mpst frequently used tests have a number of deficiencies
{cf. Burt and Dulay, 1978; Chastain, 1979; Dieterich and Free-
man, 1979; Goodman, Goodman; and Flores, 1979; Meier, 1973;
Rosansky, 1979). One of the major deficiencies of language pro-
ficiency tests is their lack of reliability. According to the
committee’ of experts who evaluated the, m3jor tests in use in
bilingual educat:ion programs (Bordie, 1979), none of the tests
provided information about all three of the critical types of
test reliability: (1) test-retest reliability--whether retest.
scores with the same instrument correlaté with original test '
scores; (2) internal consistency reliability--whether individual
components of the 1n5t:rument: are in coordination with all other
components of the test and the test as a whole; (3) mt:er-rat:er
rellability--whether different rat:ers will provide scores that

are donsistent with each other. ‘__}
-~ B
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There are similar inadequacies with test validity. None, of
the major tests provides sufficient information about (1) con-
‘tent validity--whether the material in the test is relevant %o
the iten being tested by the instrument; (2) criterion-related
validity--whetller the material in the ‘instrument is directly
related to similar materials used with similar groups; (3) con-
stract validity--whether the manner in which the instrument and

o its components are constructed is clogsely related to tho mater-
ial and knowledge being tested; (4) predictive validity--whether
the test accurately predicts some ‘independent but presumably

relevant aspect of students' future performance (e.g., perfor-
mance on standardized achievement tests or success in language~
related skills as judged by  a teacher). \

. e . ¥ . ]
Must testd contain serious defects in test design. The )
principal-problems: (1) quantitative measures are dérived.from . .
qualitative data--often without sufficient justificatidn for the
procedures used;- (2) lack of control is inferred from.lack of
performance~-failure on a test item being no sure jindication
, . that the student does not know ot cannot use the item; (3) test
items are not adequate indices ‘of the student's linguistic crea~
tiviﬁ?--an&oﬁ:ggi when attempts are made to assess linguistic .
creativity, the test dctually measures imagination,or verbosity.

-~ -

Theré are serious problems involved in applying the tests in -
classrocoms with linguistic minority children. A.number of
authors have made the point that traditional testing procedures
. “%sang 1nsttumen_ts tend to depress the performance of such children
(De Avila and Havassy, 1974b; Fishman et al., 1967; Moreno,
1973). The tests have usually not heen’ validated on such chil— -
dren ‘and often contain items and language tQat: are not under-
stood by them.'
/

Related to this is the question of the nature of the testing
situation. For many linguistic minority children, language
testing is foreign and anxiety provoking, especially in situa~
tions where individual competition is emphasized. In the one-
to-one student/dssessor relationship, the student'’s language

| fluency tends to be less than in informal peer group settings.
The "unnatural® chardcter of the testing situation and the arti>

* ficiality of responding to decontextualized stim:li are espes
Py cially confusing for some students, e.g., recent immigrants -from _ .
Mexico, ) -

.

¥
.

- .

In their discussion of oral language preficiency testing,
Burt and Dulay listed six criteria for evaluating the adequacy
of such tests (1978, pp. 187-90):
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" discourse, - .
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> . . {

ﬁe»parts of a language ‘dox.ninance test that &ssess P

each’ language must not be mere translations of each -
other. This reflects the facts that languages differ
in their linguistic structure, and the distinctions
made in one language aré not necessarily the same as
those occurring in another language. What appear on
the surface to be the same. structures may be expressed
with vastly differing degrees of complexity in two'
different languages. * .

-

.
. .
- -~ - .

The content of a language measure must not be outside
the student's experience or cultural customs and
values. An example given is the use of a northern t
winter scene with skis, sleds, a snowman, and a snow-
ball fﬂght'. Students who have had no experience with
northern winters are at a disadvantage because ;of ‘the
unfanmiliar content. .

The responses required by test items mus{ nof, violate
conventions of natural discourse., Here the example is
the use of yes/no questions such as “Is this a pen-
cil?” designed to elicit the whole sentence "Yes, it
is a pencil.” This is not the way people talk in
naturzl discourse and so to require such a gtatement
for a correct score on the test itefi unfairly penal-
izes students for responding as they do in natural

.

!
i -

A distinction must be made between the ’quant;_ity and
o)

the quality of the student's response. ' Open-ended and
imprecise questions lead to rewards for ruperficial
verbosity and penalize students who do not understand
the intent of the question or who are not as comfort-
able with the examiner.

v

Age and grade norms cannot be uSed alone in inter-
preting bilinqual test scores. A norm-referenced
approach penalizes students because of their lack of |
contact with the language. New immigrant students
should not be compared with students who have . always
lived in the U.S. 1In order to provide meaningful com~
parative data, the scores of linguistic minority stu-
dents must be evaluated against the-performance of

\
other students of the same age and amount of expogure
to English. - ’ -

-

-,



(6) lLanguage proficiency measures must meet tne usual psy-
chometric requirements--especially reliability, valia-
ity: and sampling requirements,.—

- .

’ 1t is safe to say that none of the language proficiency ‘instru-
ments now in use in bilingual education programs meet all these
_criteria. , ,
‘ X

. Assessiné Lanquage Proficiency in the Classroom

¥
" o

Some researchers feel that language proficigncy is a unitary
concept. Oller (1978; Oller and Perkins, 1578) has ,arqued on
‘the basis of a large number of stfidies that “there exists a
global language proficiency factor which accounts for the bulk
of the reliable variance in a wide variety of language profi-
ciency measures* (1978, Pe 413). On the other hand, Cummins
(1980a) has _noted that not all aspects of language proficiency
are, related to cognitive and literacy skills. AS we saw ear— -
lier. Cummins distinguished between those skills that relate to

.the literacy-zelated aspecué of language and those that relate
to interpersonal communication. One piece of evidence in sup=~
port of Cummins' argument is Wells' finding (1979) that the oral
language production of preschoolers is only weakly related to

" later acquisition of reading skills in school.

~

Cummins is not alone in arguing against a unitary notion of

language proficiency. Burt and bulay have also espcused this
position in distinguishing between linguistic manipulation )
tasks, "where the focus of the student is on performing the ocon-
scious linquistic manipulation required by the task,” and a :
natural cohmpnication tagk “"where the focus of the student is on
communicating something to someonk else-~-an idea, some informa-
tion, or an opinion in a natural manner® (1978, p. 184). They
reported that tests directed at these two aspects of language .

. proficiency give quite different results in terms of the quality |
of the language produced,

I3

1f one ‘subscribes to Cutains' views that there is more #han -

one aspect to lrsnqguage proficiency and that it is the cogni tive/
academic dimension that is closely related to the development of
literacy skills in first and secend languages, then it is the .
measurement of this dimension that is especially 1mportant in
bilingual education programs. Among the procedures belxeved to
measure cogni ive/academic aspects of language are (1) lin-

' ‘gquistic manipGilation tasks such as oral and written cloze tests

T —
\-__’
T o
5 ——
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and tasks of imitation, translation, gubstitution, and comple~

" tion and (2) measures of reading comprehension, grammar, vocabu-

lary, dictation, free writing, and second language skills that
are taught in a formal classroom setting. Certain aspects of
oral discourse may also assess literacy-related skills. Cummins
argues that measures purporting to measure, oral language skills

"may have very little in common with each other. Whareas oral

cloze tests are likely to be good measures of cognitive/academic
aspects of language, oral fluency measures are not. Unfortu-
nately, most of the orxal language proficiency measures now in
use attempt to measure “natural speech® and to exclude E;om the
test the “formal" variety of language that is found in e
classroom and in textbpoks. .

Evaluation Research

A major area of research in bxlxngual education is the area

) of program evaluation. Pollcy decisions at all levels are nade

O

on the basis of judgments about the effectiveness of bilingual
education. These judgments can only be made on the basis of
careful evaluation recearch. .

The Debate ;bout Effectiveness

"In general, Iargqrscale evaluation research has provx&ed a
rather bleak pxcture of the effectiveness of bilingual education
programs. The mést significant. (and widély criticized)} evalu-
ation study was that conducted by the American Anstitutes for
Research (AIR} (Danoff, 1978}. The AIR research was carried out
to §eterm1ne the impact of bilingual education on a naticnal
sample of students in Spanish/English programs. As of 1975, the
programs were in either their fourth or fifth year of funding
undeq Title VII. total of 38 sites were studied, involving
11, 500 students irf 384 classrooms in 150 schools. Children were
testéd in English and Ypanish language arts, in mathematics, and
in attitudes toward language use and school. - f

‘ 1
+  Five months afte: the pretest, the etudents were. ngen the
posttest on vach measure. The scores, of children in bilingual
programs weke compared with those of pont:rol children.not in,
bilingual programs. While there was a significant 1mprovement
in SPanish reading for the children in the bilingual program,
there were ro gains in English or mathematics and no more posi-
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tive attitides toward English language use or ‘oward school.

Children who, experlenced more group work.in bilingual classroonms
« were found to have better gains in mathematics, PEnglish, and
Spanish lanquage skills. The proport:lon of Hlspanics in the
classroom had no effect on the scores.

’

Q.xest:lonnaires from teachers lndlcated that 86 percent of
the children stayed in blllngual programs even after their Eng-
lish proficiency ras good This was 1nt:erpret:ed as running
counter to the 1nt:ent: of Jlegislation on bilingual educat:ion.

- . { ’
\, 'rhese flndmgs reflect: Title VII acglvltzes Vhich run
' counter to the “"transition® approachi strongly implied

- * 7 in the ESEA Title VI‘L legislation (Danoff, 1978,
P 10). .

*(“Good" proficiency was not defind® and teachers' ratings are
questionable since students in the bilingual programs tegted at
the 20th percent:ilgi_‘,in reading English.) Finally, the report

i stated that the per-student cost of kilingual education programs.
. was $1398, as compared with $1022 for children not in b:.llngual
= :.__ _education programs. »

. ] « .
Y
. These flndlngs did not do the cause of billngual education

* any good, Other large-scale evaluation research cixried out at
abopt the same time by the General Accountifig Office and the

] National InStitute of Education painted an equally bleak pic~

' ture, The overall impression derivéd from evaluation studies of
bilingual programs on the national level is rat:lxer negative.
These studieg, however, are not wlct‘xout their problems.

S - . . .
— U . .
— M A »

v The principal' ’problem wlt:h large-scale evaludtion studies
. such as the AIR ,project is that they tend to treal bilingual
. education as an und:.fferent:lat:ed whole, By provldlnq‘only pta-
tistical averagesi on a national sample, the AIR report failed to
distinguish between good and bad programs {Gray, 1977). Nor did
the AIR report provide inforpation on the level of implementa~-
s tion for a bilingual program as defined in the Title VII legis-
T lation (O%Malley, 1978). BAs a result, it is not possible to
» know the extent to which the ")ilingual programs" studied were
in fact complying with criteria for a genuine bilingual program.
This .is an especially problematic issue with respect to bilin-
gual programs that were’ established hefore adequate teacher <
training was available and before curriculum mat:erlc_ls had _been
developed.

ERIC' . " 6r N
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Another” serious problem was that the init{al comparability o

of bilingual and nonbilingual groups was not clearly established
(0'Malley, .1978). The experimental and control groups were not
matched with respect to language dominance, since the bilingual’
classrooms contained 74 percent non-English-speaking or bilin- °

gual chi)dren, whereas the conutrol” classrooms contained only 17.
percent non-English-speaking or bilinjual children. ’

>

. An additional important limitation of the AIR study is that

th2 pre- and ‘posttest measures were made over a five-month

period, which is a very short time tJ assess the effectiveness

of a bilingual education program. sStatistical praocedures , espe~
cially the use of gain scores, have been criticized by a numbe~ .
of investigators {Gray, 1977; I0RA, 1977; O'Malley, 1978). Sy
Questions have-been raised about. the methods used to estimata’ )
pre-student cost of bilingual education programg. (IDRA, 1977}, K
1t has also been argued that the précedures used -to estimate the. .
peréentag’i; of'procjrams operating maintenance rather than tran- .
sitional programs were based on questionable and unverLfiab!.e T .

operations (O'Malley, 1978). . o

N , . ) ®- ) - . - .
» o

More positive resuits have,been obtained in some small=-acali- 7
. evaluation studies of specifi¥ programs. By smallespals sviins=
tions, we are referring to evaluations of spacifyc
~ aducation programs. Troike (1978), drawimy om.dxra wollected by
~ ° _the Center for Applied Linguistics, maintained that "quality"
- bilingual education programs can peet the goal of providing  °
“ equal educational opportunity for students_from non-English o
backgrounds. He cited twelve successful programs, of which the
following three are representative examples: T~

- S

Fs

' . . - 4
“
L4

. e Y -,
Lafayette Parish, LA (Prench): Students in gradds X-3 in, *
the French-English bilingua)l program performed as well ‘as or
significantly better than a control group of students in the
. rgular program in all areag tested, including reading and
.reading r’;adinéés, linguistic structures, writing, math _con- ' ..’
cepts, and social science.

« . 2 ¢ * ’ N

Artesia, WM (Spanish).j‘ On the Comprehensive Test of Basic

N Skills, Spanish-dominant children in the bilingual program
scored significantly higher than the control group.in grades
3 and 4 in English and reading, while even English-dominant
children in the progran scoked hlighdk than their control
group. In general, the control group children continued to
lose positive, self-image while the bilingual program chil-
dren raintained or increas®¥ it. ¢
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“ . Rock Point, AZ (Navajb): Stanford Achievement Test scores
' from,1975 for-reading achievement in English in the 4th and
5tn grades were only .6 and .5 years below hational norms,
respectively, compared t5 1.3 and 1.6 years below in 1972
- ¥hen bilingual aducation began. Fifth-grade reading scores
R for other BIA Navajo Arel schools (without bilingual educa-'
. tion) are 1.6 years below Rock Point. 1976 zest scores,
% showed even bettet results: fifth graders were only one LT
v - morith below the national norm, and sixth graderp were one
sonth above the natlt)nal, normm (cited by ‘I‘roike, 1978, __'-“
p- PP 6-8}. '

R . In a discussion aimilar to Troike's, Zappert: and Cruz (1977)
. defined what they considered “quality" ilingual edugation pro-
' grams. Of the 66 findings in 3 evaluatfons and 12 research stun!l

- les .that met their criterta, only 1 percent were negative, 58
percent we;e positive, and 4% percent were neutral. As these
authors poi.nt:cd out, a neutral effect is not a negative resclt

_with regpect to bilingual ‘education:

. .
- * <

" . A non-significant effect. that students in bilingual educa-
’ tion classés are learning at the same rate as students in
monolingual classes, demonstrates the fact that learning in
two languagés does not interfere with a student's academic
and cognitive perfqrmance. Students in bilingual 91assrooms
have tha added advantage of learning a second language and
gulture ui:hout impeding their educational progress (p. 12).

In short, ’repoxts dealing with "quality" bilingual education
proqrams present a very different picture from the one obtained N
through larga-scale svaluation research. 1In both large- and®
8r {11-scalé studies; good and bad programs should not be eval-
. , uated in an undifferentiated way. It is possihle to set up

. crixeria for deﬁ.ning “true? bilingual programs--for example, -
criteria® as- to the use of t.he secdond-» language in the classroom.

In many so-called bilingual classrooms, the sécond language is
, used far 3jess thah half the tlme,\in some cases almost never.

. Similarly. 1f teachers have not: been adequately trained, or if
" satisfactory instructional materials are not. available, then the
program can be enminated as not meeting the hasic rzquirements
” for a hili.nguq_l edUcat:i.onal _program.

Ay

N i

¥
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s Issuas in Evaluation Research "/ -

)

T

The ﬁ.rst: issue for evaluation research on bilingual educa-
tion, therefore, is" to deternine as objectively as pogsible

)
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whether the program in question meets the requirements for
*bilinguwal education. One af the major reasons.for the lack of a
consensus in this country concerning bilingual education is dis-
agreement about abjectives. To understand how this came about, .
it .is necessary to appreciate the climate in which the Bilinqual
. - Education Act was framed. There was at the time general agrea-
_ment about the failure of the school system to educate non-Eng-
‘,lish-spéhk}ng minority children. Cangress was concerned that
- ‘these ghildren be provided "equal _sortunity.” The impetus
here was TitIa VI of the Civil Rights Act, passed in 1964, and
the ccnsequences ware the Bilingual Education Act of 1968, +he L
'Title VII amendment to the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Educa- -
tion Act of 1965, and the Bilingual Education Act of 1974.

. - A

3

While the objective of most legislators who wvoted for bi-
lingual education was Fhe develppment of compensatory programs
designed to allow students to learn English as quickly as pos-
sible so as to be able xo‘agye into ronolingual classrooms
(*transitional® programs}, the aim of many members of ethnic
groups involved in implementing bilingual programs was stable ~
e N bilingualism with maintelance of the home culture and language

) ("maintenance” programs). ‘The quidelines for Title viII programs
wer2 sufficiently loose so as to allow for both transitional and
maintgnance interpretations. .

.
.

In addition $o disagreement about goals, there is the ques
tion of appropriate outcome Indicators. As we have seen,

are sericuz limitations to all assessment procedures cur
in use in bilingual education, Furthe ; the use of” any
standardized ‘est is problematic. tandardized test$ are easy

to come by and are used in most evaluation res:g;cﬁf Their
e T appropriateness, however, is questionable sinc they tend to

be used as the single measure of language ficiency, and other
sources of information ahout the child's 2Xinguistic abilities
are ignored. This is especially true more gualitiative
aspects of language use, such as credtivity and originality,
which cannot be measured ersily (S@ain, 1978).

-

L]

'

AnrY testing procedure,iﬁ/::ly an index of short-tera out-
come.” What of long-term outcome? Paulston (1978) argued that o
the main reason why evalaations of bilingual education programs -
are less than igpressive in demonstrating their success is that
not all the xelevant criteria are examined. Sheé urged the use
in evaluation studies of such data as dropout rates, employment
figures u.on leaving school, figures on drug addiction and alco-
holisn, icide rates, and persosality disorders. ‘
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. Another sissue in evaluation research is the question of
research design. The possibilities range from quasi~experison-
tal designs to rigorous experipental designs. At the quasie
experinental éxtreme are studies that involve simple pra- and
posttests on the bilinqual group (one~jroup pretest-posttest .
design). While sosh designs are frequently used to cospare the
perforsance of bilingual program students with stated standards
of performance, there are sarious probleas of interpretaticn,
since 1t is impossible to rule out alternative explanations for
any differenceas that are found. That 8, %hz obtainad results
could be due to the bilingual experience, bhut could also be due
to experience with the testing instrunmants, stavistical regres—

sion, maturation, and a number of othe c2org

Por this reason, an experimental design--one involving a i
control group--iz prefevable to a quasi-exparimental dagign,
The problenm of finding an adequate control group 1s onoradus,
hovwever, and in some cases may prove ipposaible. Horeover, by

cing some children in a ¢ontrol group, one deprives then of .
the opportunity of taking part ¢{n a bilingual proqraa, onse-
quengly, a partial experimental design (random within stratum)
iy sosgtimes used. In this design, the children most in need of
a ‘bllinqual expericnce are placad in the progras, and children
whose need 18 less great are divided at randonm into two equivas~

» lent groups for purposes of cooparison., .

changes in their performance.

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~

The ms:ifrequently used experimpental desiga involves cone
paring children in a school that has a bilingual progras with
children in a school where no bilingual program exists. In this
way it may be possible to natch children in IQ and so.icsconomic
variables, However, the fact that the children ara in two Aif-
ferent schools, one offering bilingual education and the other
not, may jeopardize the validity of the findings. It may he
that the school that offars the bilingual program diffors froa
the school that does not in a number of significant «ays, some
of which may affect the outcome. Teachers in the bilinqual
school, for example, might come from the studenzs' community,
wheroas.m.iu ®ay not bz tha case for the teachers in the school
thatidoes hot offer the bilingual program. This fact in itself, °
rather than a bilingual program, may contribute to superidr por-
formance among children in the bilinglal proyram. Horaover,
there is the woll-kpown *Hawthorne cffect,” whereby the stu-
dents' knowledge that they ars in a special prograh aay produce

Thus, even when rigorous experimental dessgns are used in
evalnition research, chere are difficulties in ipterpzeting the
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resulra.  Masnasars H*ﬁsﬂ want &o far as o frgoen that the :ac-
tors afferring the Sutzzse of & b:unqual education pragran aro
S0 papley At it 1 inpossibis %5 genoralire the rogults of |
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3 nere ganguing viow L3 that with an &imatc 331N~ i, ,
Fanlom within stratune-nush sould be lsarned abant the effoc-
kiveroan »f Brllaqual programs.  The prables ta thas s3uch stud~
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I gu..asmm for Teaching

*

Tha -35acutsion in thie cshapter has forused on resezreh
i3auex in gacand lanpige anquisition, This ressarch takes sany
Foras, from imty studios of individual second lanquaqc learpers
%y lAY m-6sale gvaluaatlicn Yesearsh. Teashors have such o learn
from »him resarth, bat thoir reading of the i terature should
P43 Cquticug oaa, A3 v have seon, thore are soricus “1ini ta~
tiong T3 wseh of the rweearzh on second language leaman Case

- staly Fara are rostristed ingonezalizability; cmns-mc;&onnl
ressarh Anak oY% DACSBBATILY show the dn. ~lopmantal progress of
any wre jesrner: lamjuljye assonsoant seasures are imporfect;

. #s3laatlos rasear<h has been found wanting by both tho propo-

nante, and cpporents of bilingual education,

-

- Jum Eoaidwing ceplicavions 2an ba dravn feos thiwm disrusaton:
1) Teacwars Ansiil be avace of the nssd b -its'gr'}‘t ;k:yéwv-m
ixffé:cq. Tiperts of lAnquage, use. The child in af'ﬁ::-s}. .
, * it 1marn o deal with whe '*formal” language pf the classo
‘ from,  TRiS medns losaraing to decontextusitze mnqeqm, to
Trea” isatiaqe am an abiect of tody 1n LER own right, to
fovalar wor4iingaiatic avarenesa. Ir. Curains' terms, the
“h11d mar lears literazy~related skjllse-the core teche
il astens of lanquage, gunh as spellind pattorns, syn-
racrie piles, and readrng and writing swilie. Decislions
atrt® a hild's Wegaistic ability tn e school context
. Beaat Yaka Eheps Abglitien an e priqe Adatabasne. A child
#A RAwe % moperficial flusncv in & second lamguage ani
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still nsx be able Euncrxon adequacely in that language
yn a scnool setting.

. -
It i1s possible, howaver, o overemphasize literacy-related
ianguaga skixlls. To geress the importance of the ability
to deal with decontextualized lanquage does not imply that
interpersonal couaunicative skills are not necessary in the
school esntext, In fact, certain agpects of natural coa-
sunizative skills are. meotcah§ fot approprxacc functioning
in 4 classroon setting. . Thare”is more to ‘mchool than aca-
domic content. _ The thild had to develop the coasunicative
s%illy needed for success in this particular interaction
contixt, Ethnoqraphiz studies reveal that there ia a core
iaroractional pattecn that oxists in Americarn classrooms
thar children must lesrn. This requires linguistic and
gocial skilla thae depend in part on the child's level of
compmunicative compatence in the language(s) used in the
classroonn. The skills involved here are more interpérsonal
then Jecontextualized. Adequate testing instruments must
taka thia aspect of tha child's language proficiency into
azsonnt ag wall, ideally by assessing the child's abiltny -
to funstion in rlarsroon intaraction situations.

7:achezs should realize that the issue of the effectiveness
2f brlingqual education in the United States has not been
decided. We simply 4o not know what works and wh~& does
not bacauss too fow well designed studies have been con-
ducted. This is partiy because of a .piecemeal approach to
evaluation rathec than systematic large-scale longitudinal
studios, and partly bocavse there is so much diversity in
bilingual sducation in this country. We go not know what
works and vhat does not for children of different back~
grounds andiwtth differnnt learning styles. Adequate
anawers “about the effectiveness of bilingual education will
ha pzsvkded anly through raﬁcarch that considers both the
person and the treatment, and the interaction between them.

¥

Ir 18 {pportant, however, not to overfell bilingual educa-
tione. ¥No single educational program can accomplish all *
that the vartous advocaies of bilingual education pronmise.

Bilingual education is bilingqual, but it is also education,
Y hava focused throunhout thig discussion on the hilin-
qual-=the lanquage--aspect, hut there are general educa~
tional igeuas that are aven morg inmportant. It may be
possible to devise an optimal bilingual education program

‘-
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in terms of Ehc{ acquisétion of the,second language (and the
maintenance of the first), but if the duality of education
is otherwlse poor, we are doing bilingual children a dis~
service. In the end, .t is the education that the .child
receives tha* matters. The reszl crisis in American .educa~ -
tion is not bilingual education for some children; it is o
quality éducation for all children. - .
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